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ABSTRACT
In recent years, the ever-expanding role of technology in the workplace has led to
increased incidents of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in this setting. These constructs
are related to cyberbullying among youth but have important distinctions as the settings,
behaviors, and outcomes can differ. As the body of literature on cyberbullying and
cyberincivility in the workplace grows, it is difficult to assess the validity of results as
there are various measures used to quantify these constructs, and there is some
disagreement in the literature on the definitions and distinction between the two. It is
impossible to assess the prevalence, behaviors, and outcomes of workplace
cyberincivility and cyberbullying without a standard measure of the constructs.
Researchers approach measuring workplace cyberincivility and cyberbullying in one of
three ways: (1) by adapting a youth cyberbullying or traditional (face-to-face)
bullying/incivility measure, (2) by creating new survey questions for each new research
project, or (3) by working to create a reliable and valid measure for cyberincivility or
cyberbullying in the workplace. The aim of this study was to explore these two constructs
to assess whether they are, in fact, distinct and separate phenomena, to investigate and
compare current measures of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in the workplace, and to
inspect the overlapping outcomes associated with cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the
workplace. Further, the primary goal of this project was to aid practitioners by
determining which existing measure(s) are the most reliable and valid methods to assess
the prevalence, behaviors, and outcomes of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in the
workplace. One hundred and seventy participants were recruited from employees of a
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large southeastern university, including administration, faculty, and staff. Results of this
study showed that correlations between workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility
(together referred to as Counterproductive Workplace Cyberbehaviors, CWCB) are
significant, as are correlations between CWCB and dependent variable outcomes of
interest such as absenteeism, turnover intention, anxiety, depressive symptoms, perceived
organizational support, and affective organizational commitment. Further, results from an
exploratory factor analysis showed that items from commonly used measurements load
significantly onto one main factor, CWCB. Additionally, hierarchical regression analyses
support previous research in youth cyberbullying, that CWCBs contribute significantly to
outcomes of interest above and beyond traditional workplace bullying and incivility. This
study is a step toward creating and adopting a reliable, valid, and economic measurement
of CWCBs. Once standardized measurement is established, practitioners can begin to aid
organizations in developing programs in CWCB, reporting, and intervention.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Workplace incivility is “deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the
target, in violation of workplace norms and mutual respect” (Andersson & Pearson, 1999,
p. 457). These behaviors “…are characteristically rude and discourteous…” (Andersson
& Pearson, 1999, p. 457) and contribute to negative workplace outcomes. Workplace
incivility is a well-established area of research for occupational health psychologists. A
form of “personal mistreatment” (Cortina et al., 2001, p. 64), incivility in the workplace
has been correlated with many unwanted critical outcomes such as low job satisfaction
and reduced organizational commitment. The existing body of literature on workplace
incivility focuses mostly on identifying and measuring traditional, face-to-face, incivility.
A related and perhaps largely overlapping construct in occupational health psychology,
workplace bullying, has been defined as “the persistent exposure to interpersonal
aggression and mistreatment from colleagues, superiors, and subordinates” (Einarsen et
al., 2009, p.24). Just as with workplace incivility, workplace bullying has been associated
with many negative outcomes for both employees and organizations including decreased
organizational commitment, decreased sleep quality, and increased stress over
relationships with colleagues (Einarsen et al., 2009; Magee et al., 2015; Wallace et al.,
2010). Though the behaviors and outcomes related to these phenomena are closely
aligned, many researchers delineate the two as separate constructs (Andersson & Pearson,
1999; Cortina et al., 2001; Einarsen et al., 2009; Torkelson et al., 2015), while others use
the terms interchangeably, or “bullying” as an umbrella term, along with similar terms

1

such as harassment or hostility (Bonafons et al., 2009; D’Ambra & Andrews, 2014; Neall
& Tuckey, 2014; Nolfe et al., 2008; Pseekos et al., 2011; Selden & Downey, 2012).
In recent years, workplace incivility and bullying have taken on a new,
technological, context. This has created novel and challenging issues that must be
addressed in the literature. New technologies in the workplace, such as email, chat, video
conferencing, and professional social media, have allowed for greater connectivity,
efficiency, and advances in all forms of work. However, along with the positive outcomes
of new technologies come additional negative outcomes including the more recent
phenomena of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in the workplace. Some researchers have
explored the emergence of negative, hostile, or aggressive online communication within
the workplace context as part of a larger body of research on workplace incivility or
bullying (i.e. Giumetti et. al., 2012) while others characterize this behavior as cyber
harassment, email incivility (Park & Huan, 2018), or simply “rudeness” (i.e. McCarthy,
2016). Either way, workplace cyberincivility and cyberbullying differ from face-to-face
incivility and bullying in that they are lacking in verbal cues, there is potential
anonymity, and there is separation from the victim (Heischman et al., 2019).
Workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility are under researched topics in
occupational health psychology. Only in recent years has the plethora of literature on
cyberbullying among youth been extended and explored in the workplace in order to
combat the negative work outcomes of cyberbullying and cyberincivility such as reduced
job satisfaction (Farley et al., 2015; Giumetti & Kowalski, 2016; Lim & Teo, 2009),
mental strain (Farley et al., 2015), and poor workplace commitment (Giumetti et al.,
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2012; Giumetti et al., 2016; Lim & Teo, 2009). Though research is starting to progress in
this area, there are still various methods used by researchers to measure the occurrence
and severity of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in the workplace. The literature would
benefit greatly from (1) a decision on whether these are, indeed, two separate constructs
with unique behaviors, outcomes, and measurement, and (2) the acceptance of a reliable
and valid measure(s) which captures the construct(s) comprehensively. This measure will
help researchers understand the antecedents, prevalence, and outcomes of workplace
cyberincivility and cyberbullying. Once reliable and valid measurement is established,
organizational policies can be developed from the scientific understanding of the
phenomena. This will allow practitioners to understand the occurrence of these behaviors
and put intervention strategies and programs in place.
Defining Workplace Cyberincivility and Cyberbullying
Organizational psychology is commonly conceptualized by a meta-model where
distal predictors influence proximal processes which then produce critical outcomes, and
each of these factors is influenced by the context of the working environment (R.
Sinclair, personal communication on motivation processes, September 6, 2017). Distal
predictors can be traits that the employee brings to the working environment, such as
personality and job attitudes. These predictors influence proximal processes for
employees, factors that are strictly job related such as job motivation or job stress.
Together, these factors produce critical outcomes of interest in organizational psychology
such as job performance, turnover, absenteeism, and occupational health. Understanding
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each piece of this model helps organizational psychologists understand these outcomes
and better predict them.
One critical outcome of great interest to researchers and practitioners alike is the
occurrence of counterproductive workplace behaviors (CWBs). These are employee
behaviors that hurt the organization in various ways. Robinson and Bennett (1995)
proposed a two-by-two model of counterproductive workplace behaviors where the two
axes are minor harm to major harm and organizational harm to personal harm. Minor
organizational harm, production deviance, includes behaviors such as stealing time or
violating the quality over quantity rules of production. Minor personal harm, political
deviance, encompasses behaviors such as gossip, blaming others for consequences or
mishaps, and showing favoritism. Major organizational harm, property deviance, reflects
employee behaviors like stealing physical property or sabotaging equipment. Finally,
major personal harm, personal aggression, includes behaviors such as threatening others,
violence, and bullying or incivility (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Major personal harm,
personal aggression, is where workplace incivility/cyberincivility,
bullying/cyberbullying, harassment, hostility, and aggression reside in Robinson and
Bennett’s model. Given this theoretical model, I will use the term counterproductive
workplace cyber behaviors (CWCB) to refer to both cyberbullying and cyberincivility
throughout this dissertation.
Many theories have emerged in frustration and aggression research to try to
explain why certain people would commit behaviors such as CWBs and CWCBs. Some
researchers suggest environmental factors drive these behaviors (Vardi & Weiner, 1996),
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while others insist it is personal characteristics such as personality that influence why
people commit CWBs and CWCBs (Krishnan, 2016). However, the answer is most likely
a combination of environmental and personal factors, as Denson and colleagues suggest
(2012). The I3 theory of aggression incorporates both environmental and personal factors
when striving to understand aggressive behaviors and suggests that three processes
underlie aggressive acts: instigation, impellance, and inhibition (Denson et al., 2012).
Instigation refers to social interactions that may lead to the urge to be aggressive toward a
particular person, provocation for example. Impellance describes the individual or
situational factors at play that may influence a person to become aggressive, such as
personality traits. Finally, inhibition comprises dispositional or environmental factors that
may decrease the likelihood that someone may become aggressive, such as self-control.
Aggression is most likely when instigation and impellance are strong, and inhibition is
weak (Denson et al., 2012). Though the I3 model assumes that instigation is directly
related to the victim, for example an interaction between victim and perpetrator leads the
perpetrator to become aggressive toward the victim, this may not necessarily be the case
for online aggression. Given the online and potentially anonymous and removed nature of
CWCB, it is possible that instigation by the particular victim is not necessary for the
perpetrator to become aggressive. It is possible that normal workplace instigation, such as
a demanding boss, high workload, or difficult clients, could lead an aggressor to lash out
at unassuming victims within the workplace. Though there are many theories aiming to
address the issue of workplace aggression, it does appear that a whole model, including
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both environmental and personal factors, is the best fit to help researchers understand the
theoretical underpinnings of CWBs and CWCBs.
Not only is the research on CWCB sparse, there is also not a great deal of
agreement yet about terminology, as researchers refer to these phenomena as
cyberbullying (Farley et al., 2015; Giumetti & Kowalski, 2016; Schimmel & Nicholls,
2014), cyberincivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Giumetti et al., 2012; Lim & Teo,
2009), or simply cyber “rudeness” related to work (McCarthy, 2016). These terms may
have slightly different working definitions in the literature but may contribute to the
larger umbrella construct of CWCB. Though many researchers may prefer to make clear
distinctions and insist that cyberbullying and cyberincivility are separate constructs, it
may be more beneficial to practitioners to group these behaviors into one category to
more easily address it in practice (Neall & Tuckey, 2014). For the purposes of this
dissertation, the focus will remain on two main terms used in the literature to address
online personal aggression within organizations, workplace cyberbullying and workplace
cyberincivility, together referred to as CWCB.
Defining Workplace Cyberbullying
Farley and colleagues (2015) define cyberbullying in the workplace as
…a situation where, over time, an individual is repeatedly subjected to perceived
negative acts conducted through technology (e.g., phone, email, web sites, social media)
which are related to their work context. In this situation, the target of workplace
cyberbullying has difficulty defending him or herself against these actions (p. 299).
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This conceptualization of cyberbullying shares aspects of the definition adopted
by youth cyberbullying researchers in that it includes a description of sustained behavior
over time, it encompasses various media, and there is a perceived power imbalance
(Smith et al., 2008). Though, in the workplace realm, a power imbalance can be a
perceived social imbalance or an assigned part of the organizational structure (Einarsen et
al., 2009). For example, a workplace perpetrator who is purposefully excluding the victim
from emails pertinent to their job, could be a supervisor, highlighting an organizational
power imbalance between perpetrator and victim, or they could simply be a more senior
coworker who was asked to pass along said emails, highlighting a less objective, more
perceived social power imbalance between perpetrator and victim. This presents a
conundrum for researchers in this area as it may be important to differentiate the contexts
of the power imbalance, particularly in an applied setting. Despite these features that
workplace cyberbullying shares with youth cyberbullying, the Farley et al. (2015)
definition keeps the focus on the workplace environment (occurring among coworkers or
management) as well as the work context (work email, chat, or social media) which
makes this phenomenon distinct from youth cyberbullying.
Workplace cyberbullying can occur through various media including workplace
chat platforms such as Slack or Google Hangouts, work related social media such as
LinkedIn, text messaging or phone calls, or through work email. Though video chat may
be inherently related to these forms of online communication in the workplace,
particularly recently, video conferencing such as Zoom and Google Meet are not included
as platforms for CWCB. This is because video calling does not meet the primary
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identifiers for CWCB in that it is not and cannot be anonymous, and participants in a
video call can pick up on social cues as if they were face-to-face. Workplace
cyberbullying behaviors include posting or sharing embarrassing images or videos for
coworkers to see, repeatedly ignoring coworkers’ opinions or suggestions through
various media, setting unfair or unreasonable deadlines for remote work, etc. Though the
research shows most cyberbullying happens via email for adults in the workplace
(Baruch, 2004; Forssell, 2016), email bullying may come in varying forms. Examples of
common email bullying include being intentionally left off an email containing
information pertinent to your job, not receiving responses from supervisors or colleagues,
having a virus sent intentionally to work email, or receiving aggressively worded
messages via email (Forssell, 2016). Specific media or format of cyberbullying aside, the
majority of adults in the workplace identify their cyberbullying experiences as happening
primarily through direct messages rather than group messages or public posts (Forssell,
2016; Kowalski et al., 2018; Park & Choi, 2019).
Defining Workplace Cyberincivility
Cyberincivility is defined as, “communicative behavior exhibited in computermediated interactions that violate workplace norms of mutual respect.” (Lim & Teo,
2009, p. 419). This definition suggests that cyberincivility can be a one-time occurrence,
though it does not limit behavior to one occurrence. Further, this definition lends itself to
a common theme in the literature that cyberincivility at work may be less severe than
cyberbullying, as the intent is not necessarily malicious, the communication just “violates
norms” (Krishnan, 2016). Lim and Teo (2009) further categorize cyberincivility as either
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active (more severe and possibly intentional) or passive (less severe “rudeness” that may
not have intention to harm).
Workplace cyberincivility, as with cyberbullying at work, can occur
through the various media adults use in the workplace such as email, text messaging or
phone calls, workplace chat platforms, and social media. Cyberincivility includes low
intensity behaviors such as gossiping about coworkers via email or online, sending emails
or using chat functions during a coworker’s presentation, not responding to email in a
timely manner, or sending rude or discourteous emails (Williams, 2019). Though these
behaviors resemble cyberbullying behaviors at work, the existing research makes the
distinction between cyberbullying and cyberincivility on intensity of interpersonal
deviance and sustained behavior over time, where cyberbullying is considered more
intense and possibly long term, while cyberincivility encompasses lower intensity
behaviors.
Confounding Workplace Cyberbullying and Cyberincivility
Given how closely related cyberbullying and cyberincivility are within the
workplace context, it is no surprise that some researchers choose not to differentiate
between the two (Baruch, 2004). Though Baruch (2004) chooses to use the term
“bullying”, he does not differentiate between cyberbullying and other forms of personal
online workplace deviance such as cyberincivility, cyber harassment, or cyber
aggression. Other researchers choose a broader term to classify these behaviors in the
workplace such as workplace mistreatment (Min et al., 2019), cyberdeviancy (Weatherby
& Kelloway, 2006), or email rudeness or email incivility (Francis, et al., 2015;
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McCarthy, 2016; Park & Huan, 2018). The main distinguishing factors in the literature
between cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the workplace are: (1) severity of behaviors,
(2) sustained behaviors over time, and perhaps (3) the intent to harm the victim.
However, the literature is not in total agreement about these differences, which merits a
discussion on disagreements among researchers on the distinction between these two
constructs.
Though many researchers have made the argument that workplace cyberbullying
involves more severe aggression toward a victim than workplace cyberincivility
(Giumetti et al., 2013), others are not as clear on this distinction (Oksanen et al., 2020).
Further, it has been suggested that workplace cyberincivility (thought of as lower
intensity) can lead to more severe forms of aggression such as workplace cyberbullying
(Giumetti et al., 2013; Williams, 2019). This suggests that cyberincivility and
cyberbullying could potentially exist on a spectrum of CWCB ranging from uncommon,
low intensity cyberincivility to more pervasive and sustained cyberbullying.
The possibility that these constructs may exist on a continuum mirrors a debate
within the youth cyberbullying field about the relationship between traditional bullying
and cyberbullying. There are two main perspectives on this debate: (1) the differences
perspective versus (2) the extension perspective (Kowalski & McCord, 2020). Some
researchers argue that cyberbullying and traditional bullying among youth are similar
enough that cyberbullying should be treated as an extension of traditional bullying
(Olweus, 2013; Olweus & Limber, 2018). However, many researchers argue that
cyberbullying and traditional bullying among youth are significantly different enough in
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prevalence and outcomes (and that there are differences in incremental variance in
outcomes) that they should be treated as different constructs (Giumetti & Kowalski,
2016). These ongoing discussions within the youth cyberbullying literature may give
workplace researchers some ground for a similar discussion on CWCB. It is possible that
cyberbullying is an extension of cyberincivility at work, rather than a different construct.
The understanding that cyberbullying at work is a more frequent and sustained
behavior over time (Farley et al., 2016; Giumetti et al., 2016; Vranjes et al., 2017) than
cyberincivility is also called into question in recent research. For example, while Oksanen
and colleagues (2020) do make a distinction between cyberbullying, cyber harassment,
and cyberincivility at work, they claim that cyberincivility and cyber harassment are
“more frequently occurring behaviors” which contradicts other authors who claim that
cyberbullying is a more frequently perpetrated form of CWCB (p. 109). Further, D’Souza
and colleagues’ (2018) exploration of cyberbullying among nurses revealed that two
thirds of their sample did not consider repetition of cyberbullying behaviors to be critical
to their experience, suggesting that even a one-time cyberbullying experience could cause
trauma to the victim.
Intent to harm the victim is another debated difference between workplace
cyberincivility and workplace cyberbullying as this is a common feature distinguishing
traditional bullying from face-to-face incivility (Giumetti et al., 2012). However, among
nurses, target perceptions of harm were prioritized over the intent of the perpetrator of
workplace cyberbullying; therefore, researchers argue that intent should not be included
in the definition of workplace cyberbullying as it may skew participant responses
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(D’Souza et al., 2018). The intent of the perpetrator may have no bearing on the
outcomes for the victim, as victims feel the harm regardless of intent from the
perpetrator. Further, as previously discussed, without the face-to-face social cues of
traditional workplace bullying and incivility, it is easy to misinterpret online
communications and perception of the victim is key. Intent becomes less important than
in traditional workplace bullying or incivility (Giumetti et al., 2012).
Another term within the online aggression realm related to CWCB is trolling.
Trolling also has slightly differing definitions within the literature, though it can be
defined as, “antisocial online behavior, such as deliberately making others feel unpleasant
or frustrated, or disrupting the community by directing aggressive, inflammatory, and
destructive comments toward victims” (Masui, 2019, p.1). Further, Hardaker (2010)
outlined four fundamental aspects of trolling as deception (trying to remain undercover),
aggression (malicious behavior intended to encourage retaliation), disruption (causing
aggravation in a group, without attacking an individual), and success (quality of the troll
and response from target). Researchers tend to agree that the disruptive nature of trolling
is its primary marker and perhaps this is what separates trolling from other types of
online aggression such as cyberbullying and cyberincivility. Though CWCB is clearly
disruptive for victims and workplaces, within the trolling literature it is generally agreed
upon that a main purpose and intent of trolling is disruption of online communities.
Craker and March outline deception and meaningless disruption as two main factors that
make trolling specifically different from cyberbullying (2016). However, some
researchers do not differentiate trolling from other forms of online aggression and refer to
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all of these behaviors within the same terminology such as “online hatred” (Sorokowski
et al., 2020) or just cyber-aggression (Hilvert-Brice & Neill, 2020). Like cyberbullying,
perpetrators of trolling may or may not know their victim personally and they have
similar personality predictors to cyberbullying perpetrators such as higher occurrence of
the dark tetrad, low agreeableness, and low conscientiousness (Hong & Cheng, 2018;
Howard et al., 2019; Min et al., 2019). However, like cyberincivility, trolling can be a
one-time incident and not be a sustained aspect of an online relationship (Craker &
March, 2016). Though trolling is clearly a related construct to CWCB, there is no
evidence to date that trolling occurs within the workplace setting. Therefore, for the
purposes of this dissertation, trolling was not measured or considered, though it is
important to outline the close relationship of trolling to the two main constructs of study,
cyberbullying and cyberincivility.
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CHAPTER TWO
PREVALENCE RATES AND OUTCOMES
Given the variance in working definitions of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in
the workplace, it is difficult to measure the prevalence of these behaviors. Further, many
times adults may not be as quick as youth to label their encounters as bullying or even
incivility (McCarthy, 2016). Adults may have a harder time admitting the bullying or
incivility, or they just do not recognize such behavior as bullying or incivility. Further,
when uncivil or bullying interactions happen online, it may be even more difficult to
identify, as there are no social cues to help interpret intention or meaning (Giumetti et al.,
2012). When asked about their experiences with workplace cyberincivility, adults may
not properly categorize incidents of cyberincivility unless they are provided a definition
or specific examples (McCarthy, 2016). Further, even when a definition is given to
participants, responses may differ depending on which definition is provided (D’Souza et
al., 2018).
Prevalence of Workplace Cyberbullying
Prevalence rates of cyberbullying victimization and perpetration in the workplace
are difficult to assess as they may vary by the definition provided, as previously
discussed, cultural influences, or even by type of employment. Overall, prevalence rates
of workplace cyberbullying have been estimated to be anywhere from about 2.8%
(Gardner et al., 2016) to about 89% (Privitera & Campbell, 2009). This huge difference
in estimates of workplace cyberbullying helps highlight the need for consistent
measurement of the construct.
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Definitional issues, such as differences in definitions of these constructs in the
literature, also encompass the question of length of time of sustained cyberbullying.
Some researchers have borrowed the agreed upon six-month timeframe from the youth
cyberbullying literature (Coyne et al., 2017), while others chose a smaller frame of
reference or none at all (Baruch, 2004). Although, many researchers of cyberbullying
have adopted Leymann’s (1996) definition of a victim as having experienced specific
negative acts to varying degrees on at least a weekly basis over the past six months (see
Forssell, 2016; Gardner et al., 2016; Privitera & Campbell, 2009). Privitera and Campbell
(2009) reported that 89% of their Australian male sample had experienced some
cyberbullying at work over the last six months, though, when Leymann’s (1996)
recommended time frame of reference was applied, only 34% of the sample were
identified as victims of workplace cyberbullying on at least a weekly basis.
Cultural differences or differences in types of employment could explain some of
the variations in reported prevalence rates of workplace cyberbullying victimization. For
example, Farley et al. (2015) found that almost half of their sample of UK medical doctor
trainees had experienced cyberbullying at work while Forssell (2016) found that only
about 10% of her Swedish white-collar sample reported cyberbullying perpetration or
victimization. Much of the workplace bullying and cyberbullying research is conducted
within the medical field, particularly with nurses, which suggests that this field may have
been identified as higher risk for this type of behavior (D’Souza et al., 2018; Forsell,
2016; Park & Choi, 2019). Further, Oksanen and colleagues (2020) found that only about
12% of their Finnish sample from professional organizations reported cyberbullying
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victimization at work, while their working-class Finnish sample reported a higher rate of
almost 18%.
Research also indicates that level of position may influence the individual
experience of cyberbullying at work. Forssell (2016) found that about 40% of selfidentified victims of workplace cyberbullying held management positions, while only
32% of their full sample were supervisors. This suggests that supervisors may be exposed
more to cyberbullying than those who do not hold supervisory positions, or at least that
the rate of exposure is perhaps higher for supervisors. However, other researchers have
noted that more cyberbullying at work happens between peers. Gardner and colleagues
(2016) found that, of those who self-identified as victims of workplace cyberbullying,
about 48% said that the perpetrator was a co-worker or peer and only 31% said that the
perpetrator was a supervisor. Though these findings are not necessarily contradictory,
arguably, this highlights the need for more understanding of the power differential in
workplace cyberbullying.
The vast majority of research on workplace cyberbullying focuses on the victim
rather than the perpetrator which makes prevalence of workplace cyberbullying
perpetration much harder to assess from the literature. Further, though researchers mostly
use Leymann’s (1996) qualification for victims, perpetration measurement does not
benefit from this definition. Kowalski and colleagues (2018) reported that about 24% of
their sample identified as having perpetrated workplace cyberbullying in their lifetime,
and that about 24% of respondents had been the victim of workplace cyberbullying in
adulthood. Though these numbers line up with the common sense thinking that
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perpetration rates will mirror victimization rates, this may not always be the case. An
organization may have many perpetrators cyberbullying many victims, or there may just
be a few prolific perpetrators cyberbullying many victims. Additionally, perpetrators
could be those inside the organization such as peers or supervisors, or they could be from
outside the organization. Farley and colleagues (2015) found that, of their sample of UK
medical trainees who reported being victimized by workplace cyberbullying, about 26%
said that the perpetrator was a consultant. Additionally, Gardner et al. (2016) found that
about 17% of self-identified victims of workplace cyberbullying in New Zealand reported
that their perpetrator was a client.
Prevalence of Workplace Cyberincivility
As with estimates of cyberbullying prevalence within the workplace, it is difficult
to assess prevalence rates for cyberincivility at work due to various issues facing the
literature such as the lack of a clear definition and widely used measure. Workplace
cyberincivility victimization rates have been estimated to be anywhere from 26%
(Giumetti et al., 2012) to about 64% (Park et al., 2015). Unlike cyberbullying in the
workplace, cyberincivility is not always required to be repetitive in nature and, therefore,
the time frame of reference is further varied. Park and colleagues (2015) reported that
64% of their South Korean sample indicated that they received less than one uncivil
email per day, while 34% indicated that they received 1-3 uncivil emails per day. Though
this study was restricted to uncivil email communications only, it sets an example for a
potential time frame of reference when assessing workplace cyberincivility rates.
However, many researchers choose not to add a time frame of reference for assessing

17

cyberincivility victimization at work. Giumetti and colleagues (2016) report that about
39% of their US sample indicated cyberincivility victimization occurring at least once in
their professional career. The differing reports of experience with cyberincivility in the
workplace may be explained further by providing clarification of the concept to
participants. For example, McCarthy (2016) found that, once a detailed definition and
examples of cyberincivility were provided to respondents in his qualitative interview
process, the prevalence of cyberincivility victimization increased. There is also some
evidence that, as with workplace cyberbullying, cyberincivility may be impacted by
industry of work and occupation. Giumetti et al. (2012) found that only about 26% of US
university employees reported cyberincivility victimization, while about 35% of business
alumni reported victimization.
As with cyberbullying in the workplace, there is very little information in the
literature addressing perpetration rates of cyberincivility in the workplace. This could be
explained by lack of a good working definition and validated measurement. It could also
be a product of the intent issue with workplace cyberincivility; if there is no intent to
harm behind a rude or discourteous online interaction in the workplace, it would prove
very difficult or impossible to measure perpetration. Perhaps, it is much easier to measure
the harm or outcomes from such interactions, as perception of intent is more powerful
than actual intent (Giumetti et al., 2012).
Given these discrepancies in the existing literature on CWCB, this dissertation
focuses on victimization and assesses prevalence in various ways including using
Leymann’s (1996) recommended timeframe of reference of the past six months for
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measurement of CWCB experiences. Additionally, I classified participants as victims
when they reported having at least one CWCB experience at least weekly during the time
frame of reference (Leymann, 1996). Measures used were adapted to include not only
frequency of CWCB experiences, but also intensity of experience. Finally, given the
discrepancies in prevalence across differing occupations, a measure of occupation and
amount of time spent online were included.
Outcomes of Workplace Cyberbullying and Cyberincivility
Outcomes of CWCB have been of particular interest in the literature, as
practitioners and researchers alike need to have a solid understanding of the impact of
CWCB on workers and organizations. As with prevalence rates, it is difficult to properly
assess outcomes across many different measures and varying definitions of the
constructs. When assessing the literature for differences in outcomes between
cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the workplace, they are so closely aligned that it may
not be necessary to separate the two constructs with regard to outcomes. Both
cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the workplace have been significantly associated
with higher depression (Kowalski et al., 2018), higher stress (Park et al., 2015; Snyman
& Loh, 2015), and lower job performance (Giumetti et al., 2016; Vranjes et al., 2017) all
at around the same rates. One of the most consistent findings is that experience with
CWCB has a significant negative impact on job satisfaction (Baruch, 2004; Coyne et al.,
2017; Farley et al., 2015; Giumetti et al., 2016; Kowalski et al., 2018; Lim & Teo, 2009).
Job satisfaction is of particular interest to practitioners, as it is related to other critical
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outcomes such as retention, turnover and organizational citizenship behaviors (Hoffman
et al., 2007).
Farley et al. (2015) showed that medical doctor trainees who had been
cyberbullied at work also had significantly higher levels of mental strain than those who
did not experience cyberbullying at work. This finding has been replicated by various
researchers, highlighting the significant association between cyberbullying at work and
experiencing mental strain (Coyne et al., 2017; Gardner et al., 2016). Further, increased
emotional exhaustion is a well-documented outcome of cyberbullying in the workplace
(Anwar et al., 2020; Farley et al., 2015). These outcomes for employees could lead to
other performance related issues which have implications for organizations. For example,
those who experience workplace cyberbullying victimization are more likely to perpetrate
deviance themselves (Anwar et al., 2020, r = 0.78), have intent to leave the organization
(Baruch, 2004, r = 0.26; Jonsson et al., 2017, r = 0.2; Park & Choi, r = 0.15), and
experience job insecurity (Vranjes, et al., 2017, r = 0.21). This makes cyberbullying in
the workplace of particular interest to both researchers and practitioners.
However, researchers also have shown that organizational factors can mediate the
effects of cyberbullying at work. For example, Park and Choi (2019, r = -0.16) showed
that perceived organizational support was significantly negatively related to
cyberbullying at work. Vranjes and colleagues (2018) found that cyberbullying prevails
in more stressful work environments. Farley and colleagues (2015) found that
cyberbullying was significantly negatively related to interactional justice (r = -0.51).
Therefore, if practitioners have a clear picture of the extent to which cyberbullying is
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being perpetrated within an organization, there are potentially steps that can be taken to
reduce the negative outcomes for employees and organizations.
The outcomes of cyberincivility are similar to those of cyberbullying in the
workplace. Burnout (Giumetti et al., 2012, r = 0.25), lower job performance (Giumetti et
al., 2016, r = -0.19), and work withdrawal (Park & Huan, 2018, r = 0.63 for women and r
= 0.59 for men) have all been identified as negative personal outcomes from experiences
with cyberincivility at work. Additionally, those who are victims of cyberincivility are
significantly more likely to quit their jobs, engage in other deviant workplace behaviors,
and have lower performance ratings and workplace commitment (Giumetti et al., 2012;
Giumetti et al., 2013; Lim & Teo, 2009). Organizational factors are also predictive of
cyberincivility behavior and negative outcomes for workers. High workload and work
demand have been highlighted in the research as significantly related to cyberincivility at
work (Francis et al., 2015; Park et al., 2015). These organizational factors are of
particular interest to practitioners to assist in creating intervention programs.
In addition to outcomes associated with CWCB, researchers have identified
several individual differences that are significantly related to the perpetration of CWCB.
For example, perpetration of both workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility has been
significantly related to lower conscientiousness (Krishnan et al., 2018; Min et al., 2019),
higher marks on the dark tetrad, particularly sadism (Min et al., 2019), and proneness to
other types of workplace deviance or personal conflicts (Anwar et al., 2020; Kowalski et
al., 2018; Min et al., 2020; Vranjes et al., 2017). Though some researchers have identified
significant differences between men and women on CWCB, where men are more likely
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to be involved in perpetration and suffer victimization (Daniels & Thornton, 2019;
Jonsson et al., 2017; Krishnan, 2016), most studies have not replicated this result.
Further, Daniels and Thornton (2019) found that race was a significant predictor of
cyberincivility victimization at work, where people of color experience significantly
more cyberincivility victimization (r = 0.16), and that people of color had higher
perceived discrimination from cyberincivility than traditional incivility in the workplace.
These factors may influence participation in cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the
workplace.
Arguably, many variables identified as outcomes of cyberbullying and
cyberincivility, such as anxiety and depression, could also be antecedents of the
behaviors (see Kowalski & McCord, 2020). Because longitudinal research is needed to
tease apart the direction of these relationships, I was less concerned about distinguishing
antecedents versus outcomes for the purposes of this dissertation.
Lastly, when considering outcomes of cyberbullying and cyberincivility at work,
it is important to address the question of whether or not the outcomes of CWCB are
different or more/less severe than the outcomes of traditional (face-to-face) CWB. This
information is of interest to practitioners when building policies and
prevention/intervention strategies, as mitigating outcomes may look different for
traditional bullying and incivility versus cyberbullying and cyberincivility. In order to
address this issue, it is necessary to assess the incremental variance in the relationship
between outcomes of interest and traditional bullying or incivility versus cyberbullying
and cyberincivility.
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Kowalski et al. (2014) suggest that the best way to assess incremental variance in
these outcomes between traditional bullying (or incivility) and cyberbullying (or
cyberincivility) is to use hierarchical regression, inputting traditional bullying (or
incivility) in step one and cyberbullying (or cyberincivility) in step two. This strategy was
adopted by Giumetti and Kowalski (2016) when using existing datasets to explore the
unique variance between outcomes of traditional bullying and cyberbullying among US
middle and high schoolers. They found that cyberbullying perpetration and victimization
both predicted significant incremental variance in absenteeism, anxiety, depression,
grades, physical health, self-esteem, and social anxiety, when controlling for traditional
bullying victimization and perpetration (Giumetti & Kowalski, 2016). Using these results
to extrapolate, it is probable that CWCB contributes to related negative outcomes among
adults in the workplace above and beyond its traditional counterpart, CWB
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CHAPTER THREE
MEASURING CYBERBULLYING AND CYBERINCIVILITY AT WORK
Though researchers studying cyberbullying among youth have developed several
instruments for measurement that have been validated and are used frequently (see e.g.,
Doane et al., 2013), as is also the case for traditional workplace incivility (see e.g., Blau
& Andersson, 2005; Cortina et al., 2001), cyberincivility in the workplace is lacking a
widely accepted and validated measure. This opens the literature up to great disagreement
in measurement of cyberincivility behaviors, prevalence, and outcomes. On the other
hand, workplace cyberbullying seems to have an abundance of measures being used by
researchers in the field (see e.g., Farley et al., 2016; Jonsson et al., 2016; Vranjes et al.,
2017). Though many measures are available, there are issues with these measures (e.g.,
varying time frame of reference, factor loadings, lack of validity evidence) that
potentially contribute to the variance in prevalence rates and outcomes in the literature.
Given the existing issues with measuring CWCB, it is important to researchers and
practitioners alike to have a valid and reliable measure for these phenomena.
To address measurement issues in the existing literature, researchers have approached
measurement in three different ways: (1) some researchers have adapted existing scales
of cyberbullying among youth or workplace incivility to measure cyberincivility and
cyberbullying in the workplace setting (e.g. Coyne et al., 2017; Gardner et al., 2016;
Giumetti et al., 2012 Ma et al., 2017; Merilanien & Koiv, 2017; Privitera & Campbell,
2009; Snyman & Loh, 2015); (2) others created their own survey questions for each
study, created single item measures, or conducted qualitative interviews (e.g., D’Cruz &
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Noronha, 2013; D’Souza et al., 2018; Giumetti et al, 2013, 2016; Kowalski et al., 2017;
McCarthy, 2016; Williams, 2019); and (3) others still have worked toward creating an
entirely new validated cyberincivility or cyberbullying scale for the workplace (e.g.,
Farley et al., 2016; Jonsson et al., 2016; Lim & Teo, 2009; Vranjes et al., 2017). Given
these differing approaches to measuring these constructs, there is still much work to be
done in this area, and it is of great importance to researchers of workplace cyberincivility
and cyberbullying to produce valid and reliable measurement that can be used in practice.
Adapting Existing Measures to Workplace Cyberbullying and Cyberincivility
In any newer area of research, it is common for researchers to attempt to adapt
existing measures to the new construct. Cyberbullying among youth has been a highly
researched topic over the past decade and many reliable and valid instruments have
emerged to measure cyberbullying among youth. One of these instruments, developed by
Doane and colleagues in 2013, is called the Cyberbullying Experiences Survey (CES)
and has been used for many years by researchers interested in cyberbullying (Barlett &
Kowalewski, 2019; Nick et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2019). This instrument was
developed and validated using exploratory factor analysis where four factors emerged in
cases of both cyberbullying victimization and perpetration (see Table 1). The dominant
four factors were public humiliation (“Has someone posted a nude picture of you
electronically?”), malice (“Has someone cursed at you electronically?”), unwanted
contact (“Have you received an offensive picture electronically that was not spam?”), and
deception (“Has someone lied about themselves to you electronically?”) (Doane et al.,
2013). The CES is a 41-item survey where participants answer using a 6-point Likert
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scale ranging from almost never to every day/almost every day. Though this measure is
intended for use among youth regarding cyberbullying, it has been applied to the
workplace setting more recently as more researchers become interested in cyberbullying
at work among adult populations (Synman & Loh, 2015).
Snyman and Loh (2015) used the CES to assess cyberbullying in the workplace.
They assessed stress, job satisfaction, life orientation, and cyberbullying. They found that
cyberbullying at work had a strong positive relationship with stress and a strong negative
relationship to job satisfaction, and that optimism mediated these relationships (Snyman
& Loh, 2015). Though these results do help researchers identify potential mediators and
possible outcomes of cyberbullying at work, the CES may not have been the best tool for
the job for various reasons. First, this measure was intended for use with young adults
and adolescents, and it was developed using a college student sample, so it may not
generalize to adults in the workplace as adults do not always characterize behavior as
bullying but rather incivility, harassment, or simply rudeness. Further, the construct of
cyberbullying among youth is slightly different than that of cyberbullying in the
workplace because of the workplace context. The CES assesses online victimization for
general online communication among youth and does not include work specific items
such as those pertaining to work load, work supervision, specific work tasks, or other
work specific instances such as behavior during presentations, or work email
communication. Additionally, cyberbullying, according to the definition provided by
Faucher and colleagues (2015), involves a power imbalance which may not always be the
case in the context of workplace cyberbullying. Finally, the four dominant factors (public
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humiliation, malice, unwanted contact, and deception) resulting from the EFA conducted
by Doane and colleagues (2013) may not fit as well for adults in the workplace as they do
for the adolescent and young adult samples. Given these issues, Snyman and Loh’s
(2015) results concerning cyberbullying experiences at work may not be very reliable, as
the measure was not intended for this population or context.
Other researchers have recognized that cyberbullying measures such as the CES
are not suitable for workplace settings and have attempted to adapt existing traditional
workplace bullying measures to cyberbullying. Einarsen and colleagues (2009) created
the well-known Negative Acts Questionnaire, revised after validation (NAQ-R). The
NAQ-R is a 22-item instrument to assess bullying over the previous 6 months. Responses
to each item are on a 5-point Likert Scale from never to daily. Upon completion of the
22-item questionnaire, respondents were given the definition of workplace bullying
followed by a “self-labeling” item, asking if they consider themselves to be a victim of
bullying at work, intended to assess the power imbalance. This measurement was
developed and validated to assess traditional workplace bullying among adult populations
(see Table 1). Researchers employed a confirmatory factor analysis approach based on
three dominant factors: person-related bullying (“Being humiliated or ridiculed in
connection with your work”, “Being ignored or facing a hostile reaction when you
approach”, “Being the subject of excessive teasing or sarcasm”), work-related bullying
(“Having your opinions ignored”, “Excessive monitoring of your work”, “Being ordered
to do work below your level of competence”), and physical intimidation (“Being shouted
at or being the target of spontaneous anger”, Threats of violence or physical abuse or
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actual abuse”) (Einarsen et al., 2009). Items reflect a range of behaviors including being
shouted at, being humiliated, having opinions ignored, being excluded, repeated
reminders of errors, intimidating behaviors, excessive monitoring of work, and persistent
criticism of work and effort. The NAQ-R seems more suitable for adaptation to
workplace cyberbullying than any youth cyberbullying measure such as the CES.
However, there are some issues still with this revised version. Though it enjoys strong
construct validity, content validity may be lacking as it does not capture the various
media platforms of cyberbullying behaviors such as carbon copying others on
embarrassing emails or posting private information online for all to see (Coyne et al.,
2017).
Some researchers have used the NAQ-R to assess cyberbullying at work by
adapting the items to reflect the online context. Privitera and Campbell (2009) used the
NAQ-R, adapted to reflect the online environment, to assess the prevalence and methods
of face-to-face and cyberbullying at work among male employees belonging to the
Australian Manufacturing Workers Union. One hundred and three participants who
completed the adapted NAQ-R were asked how often they experienced each item, then
provided with a comprehensive definition of workplace bullying (either online or in
person), and asked to report if they had been bullied over the last six months according to
that definition. About 89% of respondents indicated that they had experienced at least one
bullying act (either face-to-face or online) in the last six months and reported
experiencing on average about 8 different acts of bullying over a 6-month period
(Privitera & Campbell, 2009). The most common bullying act reported was being ordered
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to do work below level of competence (for in person bullying) and having information
pertinent to job performance withheld (via modern technologies). Overall, the researchers
found that at least one third of participants had experienced at least one negative act
weekly over the last six months, meeting Leymann’s (1995) criteria for victimization
(Privitera & Campbell, 2009). Though these results do highlight the prevalence of
bullying in a sector that may not be automatically associated with cyberbullying
specifically (manufacturing), the measurement using the NAQ-R may not be capturing
the full extent of the issue of cyberbullying. Additionally, the researchers chose to
combine bullying and cyberbullying in the measurement and in the definition provided to
the respondents, which may influence the data and certainly does not help differentiate
the two constructs.
Ma and colleagues used the NAQ-R (Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009) and adopted a
computerized adaptive test approach to measuring workplace cyberbullying (2017).
Computerized adaptive testing (CAT), based on item response theory, enables researchers
to add “cut points” for respondents based on previous responses and allows respondents
to answer fewer questions with more accurate results (Ma et al., 2017). Nine hundred and
seventy participants across three hospitals in Taiwan completed the NAQ-R (back
translated English-Chinese-English). These results were analyzed and fit to computerized
adaptive testing compared to non-adaptive testing. It was determined that the CAT
version of the test was 60% more efficient than the non-adaptive version. Though they
used an existing measure, the delivery exploration is interesting and impressive.
Although potentially useful for measuring traditional bullying in the workplace, the
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NAQ-R has been previously discussed as not a great tool for measuring cyberbullying in
the workplace. Additionally, the use of back translation is hotly debated, and items may
not translate appropriately (Byrne et al., 2009). However, once a reliable and valid
measure is produced, the CAT method seems to be an appropriate one that would be of
great interest to practitioners given the exhibited efficiency of this model.
Coyne and colleagues adapted the NAQ-R to include cyberbullying in their 2017
investigation of the experience of workplace cyberbullying and its relationship with
mental strain and job satisfaction. This new measurement, dubbed the CNAQ, took each
question on the NAQ-R and reframed it to pertain solely to online behaviors and bullying
(Coyne et al., 2017). These new items were then rated by subject matter experts on the
extent to which they agreed that each act could be carried out online or via various
electronic media. The 19 resulting items were included in the measure and participants
were asked to rate their exposure, over the past six months, to each item on a 5-point
Likert Scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). Three items were removed due to poor
correlations, and a factor analysis (KMO = .83) revealed two factors, (1) 10 items related
to work-related bullying and (2) six items that comprised person-related bullying (Coyne
et al., 2017). Though this is technically a new measure that emerged from the existing
measures, it may not be as all-encompassing for cyberbullying as it would be for
traditional workplace bullying, since the original items were generated to assess
traditional workplace bullying including physical intimidation.
Though the CES and the NAQ-R have both been validated and used widely for
measuring prevalence and severity of youth cyberbullying and traditional forms of

30

bullying at work, it appears that adapting previously developed traditional workplace and
youth bullying measures to capture all aspects of this new construct of cyberbullying at
work is not quite adequate.
Though cyberincivility lacks a reliable and valid measure currently, traditional
incivility in the workplace has been measured for years using Cortina at al.’s (2001)
Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS). As with cyberbullying in the workplace, many
researchers have used the WIS and adapted it to measure workplace cyberincivility. The
WIS is a 7-item measure using a 4-point response scale from never to most of the time.
The WIS asks participants to reflect on their coworkers’ and supervisors’ behaviors over
the past 5 years. Items include various uncivil behaviors such as, “Put you down or was
condescending to you”, “Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you”, and
“Ignored or excluded you from professional camaraderie” (Cortina et al., 2001). Items are
consistent with behaviors on the NAQ-R and were derived from focus group meetings.
Confirmatory factor analyses revealed that all items load significantly onto one factor,
incivility. All respondents were employed (96% full time employed) by the 8th circuit
federal court system (excluding judges) and the average age of participants was 40 years
old. The WIS enjoys good reliability (α = .89) and convergent validity was assessed using
Donovan et al.’s (1998) Perceptions of Fair Interpersonal Treatment (PFIT) with an
acceptable Pearson correlation of -.59.
Though the WIS was developed to measure traditional or face-to-face incivility in
the workplace, it has been adapted to assess cyberincivility in the workplace in some
instances. Giumetti at al. (2012) modified the WIS to measure supervisor cyberincivility
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in the workplace by simply adding the word “online” to the end of each item. Though
Giumetti et al. (2012) were specifically assessing supervisory cyberincivility, this
approach could potentially be applied to general workplace cyberincivility whether it be
from supervisors, coworkers, consultants, or clients, etc. However, though the brevity of
the WIS is appealing from a practitioner perspective, it may not be inclusive of the
variety of cyberincivility behaviors that occur, such as unreasonable workload
assignments or unmanageable deadlines. Further, Giumetti et al. (2012) do not provide
reliability information for this modified instrument, therefore reliability data are
unavailable. In summary, more data are needed to assess the validity and reliability of
this modified measure of cyberincivility in the workplace. As with cyberbullying among
adults in the workplace, the measurement of cyberincivility may not be adequate when
adapting existing measures of traditional workplace incivility.
In an exploratory study of online and face-to-face bullying and incivility in the
workplace, Kowalski et al. (2018) found that traditional incivility is the most common
out of these four constructs regarding interpersonal deviance at work. Researchers
employed the same approach as Giumetti et al. (2012) to measure lifetime workplace
cyberincivility experience and perpetration, using the WIS and adding “online” to the end
of each item (α = .94). To measure cyberbullying at work, participants were provided
with a definition of workplace cyberbullying and asked to complete the NAQ-R and a
series of single item measures pertaining to their cyberbullying experiences including if
they had experienced cyberbullying in their lifetime, who the perpetrator was, when the
majority of cyberbullying occurred (6-point response from never to adulthood), and when
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the most recent cyberbullying experience had occurred (Kowalski et al., 2018). These
items were then repeated to measure the occurrence of cyberbullying perpetration
throughout the lifetime of the participant. Though this approach to measuring
cyberbullying allows for an exploratory glimpse at prevalence across lifetime for both
victimization and perpetration, it does little to contribute to the literature on creating valid
and reliable measures of cyberbullying and cyberincivility in the workplace among
adults.
Creating New Surveys, Single Item Measures, Experimental Approaches or Using
Qualitative Interviews for Each New Research Project on Workplace Cyberbullying
or Cyberincivility
Many researchers prefer to create their own surveys when collecting data to test
new hypotheses. This is particularly the case when it comes to new and under researched
topics such as CWCB. This is a slippery slope as it can be particularly unscientific. To
measure the same construct across any setting, a reliable and valid instrument is needed.
When researchers make up their own surveys for research, rather than using a validated
instrument, this can have a great impact on results.
Baruch (2004) conducted a survey among about 650 employees at a UK
subsidiary of a large US based Fortune 500 company to assess the prevalence of
workplace email bullying as well as its impact. Participants completed an online survey,
created for the purposes of this study, asking them if they had ever been bullied via email
at work, and, if so, they were asked to complete a series of single item measures
assessing various antecedents and outcomes. Baruch (2014) found that only about 9% of
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the sample had experienced bullying via email at work and it mostly regarded workrelated insults or intimidation. Though this contribution helps researchers understand
some of the antecedents and consequences of cyberbullying at work, the measurement of
the construct in this instance is not necessarily reliable or valid. Participants were not
given a definition of cyberbullying to help guide their responses, there was no time frame
of reference provided, and the question about cyberbullying included email alone and did
not consider other avenues for cyberbullying at work.
Giumetti et al. (2016) adopted a similar approach to Kowalski et al. (2018) to
measure cyberincivility experiences and the impact on job satisfaction and job
performance. In order to measure cyberincivility, participants were provided with
examples of cyberincivility including, “condescending behavior, making demeaning
remarks, ignoring someone, doubting someone’s judgement, or spreading rumors”
(Giumetti et al., 2016, p.234). Participants were then given a definition of cyberincivility
and asked how often they had experienced cyberincivility in the past six months through
various media. Researchers found that about 39% of the sample indicated being the
victim of cyberincivility at work through at least one medium (instant messaging, chat
rooms, social networking sites, other websites, email, text messages, or other medium), at
least once per month, and that experiences with cyberincivility were significantly
correlated with negative affect, low job satisfaction, and low job performance (Giumetti
et al., 2016). Many researchers promote providing a definition and examples of these
constructs when measuring them, as previously discussed, given that adults may not
identify their experiences as cyberincivility. However, as with other projects employing
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single item measures of CWCB, this approach does not contribute to the literature on
creating a comprehensive reliable and valid measure of cyberincivility in the workplace.
Though there are approaches to measure reliability of single item measures, these
measures may not capture the full experience of CWCB.
Giumetti and colleagues (2013) used an experimental manipulation of
cyberincivility experiences at work to examine the differential effects of cyberincivility
versus support on various outcomes in an online context. Rather than create an instrument
with specific items, they included an experimental manipulation where participants
would experience supportive or uncivil supervisory statements related to a math task they
were asked to complete. They found that supervisory cyberincivility was associated with
lower mental, emotional, and social energy levels and that cyberincivility was related to
increased negative affect. Though this helps us understand potential outcomes of
cyberincivility in the workplace, it does little to contribute to the measurement literature.
Giumetti et al (2013) did use the WIS (Cortina et al., 2001), a workplace incivility (faceto-face) measure, as a manipulation check, but, again, this is not a cyberincivility
measure.
In a similar experimental design, Francis and colleagues (2015) asked
undergraduate Canadian participants, under the guise of assessing managerial potential,
to respond to a set of emails outlining managerial tasks for a bogus organization.
Participants were asked to respond to one civil and one uncivil email from subordinates
on top of completing their managerial tasks. Researchers manipulated workload of
participants by the number of tasks they were asked to complete in the given 30-minute
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timeframe. Email incivility was indicated by 7 characteristics, “a vague or missing entry
in the subject field, lack of proper introduction and salutation, email composed entirely of
lowercase letters, inappropriate use of punctuation and spacing, poor spelling and
grammar, inappropriate closing, and improper use of acronyms and shorthand words”
(Francis et al., 2015, p. 195). Results showed that workload significantly influenced
perceptions of uncivil emails, in that those with a heavy workload perceived higher rates
of incivility. Though these results are pertinent to organizations in combating
cyberincivility in the workplace, no reliable or valid measure was used to assess
cyberincivility in the workplace. Additionally, college students are arguably an
inappropriate sample when researching workplace behaviors, as they lack years of work
experience. Further, the seven characteristics of uncivil emails are not inclusive of
common email incivility including using all caps in an email, referring to a previous
email for information, or specific content suggesting incivility. Though experimental
approaches do help researchers understand directionality of interactions between CWCB
and outcomes, they do not contribute to specific measurement goals such as assessing
prevalence and severity.
Many researchers in CWCB use qualitative methods for assessment of the
phenomenon. D’Cruz and Noronha (2013) used conversational interviews to explore the
aspects of workplace cyberbullying among IT employees in nine major Indian cities.
Using phenomenological reflection, the researchers identified three ways in which
cyberbullying differs from traditional (face-to-face) workplace bullying. The (1)
boundarylessness of the acts of cyberbullying on the web highlights that online

36

interactions can span many media, the interactions also have (2) concreteness and
permanence as it is difficult to remove something once it is already online or in email,
and the (3) invisible or anonymous nature of the online context all contribute to the
uniqueness of cyberbullying over face-to-face bullying (D’Cruz & Noronha, 2013).
Further, D’Souza and colleagues (2018) also employed interviews using four
cyberbullying-related vignettes among New Zealand nurses. These vignettes included (1)
a typical case of workplace cyberbullying, (2) a performance management scenario
conducted in the online context, (3) a “one-off” cyberbullying incident on a public forum,
and (4) an anonymous cyberbullying event where the target does not feel victimized and
where the power differential is in their favor (D’Souza et al., 2018). Participants were
provided with the vignettes and asked to provide their own accounts of workplace
cyberbullying. The researchers found that there are not only cyber-specific aspects of this
phenomenon, such as the ones outlined by D’Cruz and Noronha (2013), but there are also
work specific issues as well, such as workforce level issues and organizational culture
(D’Souza et al., 2018). Though these approaches are of great value to researchers in
defining workplace cyberbullying and perhaps at estimating prevalence and identifying
factors, they do little to contribute toward a goal of a validated instrument for assessment
across organizations.
Semi-structured interviews are also common in qualitative research and can
contribute to knowledge of a construct including possible antecedents and outcomes.
McCarthy (2016) used semi-structured interviews with participants in managerial
positions in healthcare, education, oil and gas, engineering, entertainment, and e-
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marketing to explore experiences with cyberincivility at work. Interviews covered basic
questions about email incivility prevalence (i.e. “About how often is someone at work
rude to you?”), how employees classified email incivility and how they reacted (i.e.
“How do you handle workplace behavior that you consider to be rude?”; “What are some
of the outcomes?”), affective and behavioral consequences of email incivility (i.e.
“...recall a time when you have been the victim of rudeness…”; “How did it make you
feel?”; Did you worry about it?”; “How did you decide to respond?”), and how
participants thought email incivility differed from face-to-face incivility (i.e. “Do you
think receiving a rude email is different from someone acting rudely to you in person at
work?”; “Which scenario do you think happens more often?”) (McCarthy, 2016, p. 367).
McCarthy found that email rudeness is common across organizations, that it has negative
consequences for employees and organizations, and that there are tangible differences
between cyberincivility and traditional incivility (i.e., social cues such as tone of voice
and facial expressions). Williams (2019) corroborated these results also using semistructured interviews with managerial professionals. Williams (2019) highlights
organization context and factors likely to precipitate cyberincivility including
unreasonable expectations, emotional reactions, differences in opinions, workload, and
power assertions. Williams also found that email incivility has aspects of cyberbullying
and other characteristics of interpersonal deviance in that it can be abusive, antisocial,
counterproductive, and ostracizing. Though these projects are not using valid and reliable
measurement, they do help researchers conceptualize cyberincivility in the workplace and
aid in creating specific items for a valid and reliable measure.
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Attempts to Create Valid, Reliable Measures for Cyberbullying or Cyberincivility at
Work
There have been a few attempts to tackle this issue of creating a reliable and valid
measure of workplace cyberincivility or cyberbullying. This is, of course, the best
common goal moving forward in this literature. Researchers cannot understand the
prevalence, behaviors, and workplace outcomes related to cyberincivility or
cyberbullying in the workplace until we can reliably measure these phenomena.
Lim and Teo (2009) created their own measure of supervisory cyberincivility for
a project addressing cyberincivility’s impact on work attitudes and behaviors. To create
this measure, the researchers asked 10 working adults to record instances of
cyberincivility, resulting in a 20-item inventory. Next, management faculty assessed the
items and eliminated six, leaving the 14-item scale that was ultimately used in this
project. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they had experienced each
behavior from their supervisor in the past six months. Items included behaviors such as,
“Said something hurtful to you though email”, “Not replying to your emails at all”, and
“Used email for time-sensitive messages”. Each item was rated by participants on a 5point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (all the time). Lim and Teo (2009)
found that cyberincivility showed significant effects on work attitudes and behaviors.
However, Lim and Teo’s (2009) measure only included supervisory cyberincivility and
only behaviors regarding email and instant messaging behaviors. This leaves out coworker or other cyberincivility and many other potential media for incivility in the
workplace such as any social media platform or a broader spectrum of ICTs (Information
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and Communication Technologies). Additionally, the validity measures taken for this
instrument were rather sparse. There was no factor analysis conducted to see the loading
of the items, the subject matter experts used (management faculty) are arguably not really
subject matter experts as they have no cited expertise in incivility, and no testing data
were collected for validation of the instrument, just data used for this study.
Jonsson et al. (2017) created the Cyberbullying Questionnaire (CBQ) in order to
assess cyberbullying in the workplace. This instrument was developed using the NAQ-R
and the CNAQ for item generation and borrows many items from these instruments. The
CBQ has 20 items, seven of which are used to constitute the short version (CBQ-S),
asking participants to indicate how often in the last six months they have experienced the
behavior described in each item. Participants are given a list of eight technologies where
cyberbullying could be perpetrated (text messages, pictures or video clips, phone calls,
emails, chat rooms, instant messaging, websites, and social networking sites) and items
are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Never to Daily. Sample items include,
“Your supervisor/colleagues are not responding to your emails or text messages”, “Rude
messages have been sent to you via digital media”, “Allegations about you have been
made on the internet”, “Your computer identity has been hijacked” (Jonsson et al., 2017).
A large Swedish sample (n = 3,371) with a mean age of 50 and a smaller US
Mechanical Turk sample (n = 240) with a mean age of 36 completed the CBQ as well as
measures of wellbeing, work engagement, and intention to quit. Reliability was
acceptable for both the CBQ (α = .96) and the CBQ-S (α = .88), and both showed
significant correlations with decreased wellbeing, decreased work engagement, and

40

increased intention to quit, adding some criterion validity data (Jonsson et al., 2017).
Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling with weighted least squares was used on both
the CBQ and CBQ-S to assess goodness of fit. Both the CBQ and the CBQ-S showed
significant loading onto one factor, cyberbullying. Though at face value the CBQ and
CBQ-S appear to be good instruments, there are a few issues with the CBQ that would
call the method into question. First, there is no assessment of content validity completed
by researchers on this instrument, though the CBQ does appear to enjoy good criterion
validity. In order to confidently present an instrument as valid, both content and criterion
validity should be considered. Further, nowhere in the instructions are participants
instructed to assess each item based on their experience with cyberbullying in their work
life only. Many items are specific to work, such as, “Your supervisor/colleagues are not
responding to your emails”; however other items may reflect more cyberbullying outside
of work, such as, “Your computer identity has been hijacked.” These issues should be
considered by researchers when deciding which instrument to choose, especially since a
7-item CBQ-S could be very appealing to researchers and practitioners alike.
Along similar lines, Vranjes and colleagues (2018) included “most used” existing
items from workplace cyberbullying, traditional workplace bullying, and youth
cyberbullying scales in the Inventory of Cyberbullying Acts at Work (ICA-W) measure.
Researchers, in a more theory driven process, then added items from the NAQ-R that had
been adapted to include “online” as previous researchers have done (i.e., Kowalski et al.,
2018; Giumetti et al., 2016). Overlapping items and repeat items were removed and
collapsed to leave a 16-item measure with three subscales: six items in person-related
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cyberbullying, five items in work-related bullying, and five items in intrusive bullying.
Items were pretested on 20 working adults and reviewed by two subject matter experts in
the field of youth cyberbullying, and 10 items were presented as the final measure. In
study one, 710 employees from four different organizations spanning the public and
private sectors completed the 10-item measure. Participants were asked, “During the last
six months, how often have you been subjected to the following acts by means of ICTs
(internet, mail, mobile phone, telephone, tablet, etc.)?” and responded on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from Never to Daily. Sample items include work-related items such as,
“Your emails, phone calls, or messages are ignored at work” and “Your work is criticized
publicly by means of ICT”, person-related items such as, “Rumours or gossips are being
spread about you by means of ICT” and “You are being insulted, threatened, or
intimidated by means of ICT”, and intrusion items such as, “Your personal information is
hacked and used to harm you” and “Somebody takes over your identity”. Results from
study one showed an acceptable reliability (α = .71) and exploratory factor analysis
showed significant loadings (all above .32) onto the three factors. Study two assessed
validity and sought to verify the factor loadings. A large sample (n = 1,650) from two
public and private sector organizations with a mean age of 42 completed the ICA-W as
well as measures of workload, role conflicts, job insecurity, and autocratic leadership.
Results showed that the ICA-W enjoys good reliability (α = .78) and convergent validity
through significant correlations with role conflicts, job insecurity, autocratic leadership,
and interpersonal conflicts (Vranjes et al., 2018). Confirmatory factor analyses showed
that the three-factor model (work-related, person-related, and intrusive) fit about as well
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as a one factor model (cyberbullying). Though model fit looks good for the ICA-W as
well as reliability, the validity evidence leaves something to be desired as the researchers
only assessed convergent validity. Further, using existing items from previous measures
may be committing the same fallacies that those previous researchers committed,
potentially leaving out aspects of this construct.
Farley and colleagues, who had initially adapted the NAQ-R to the CNAQ
(Coyne et al., 2017), created the Workplace Cyberbullying Measure (WCM) over three
studies in multiple phases (2016).1 In study one, they were focused on development of the
instrument by collecting descriptions of workplace cyberbullying from the existing
literature as well as from working adults (teachers, marketing professionals, and auditors)
across the US and Australia. This search created 108 general behaviors for item
construction, 68 items were sent to subject matter experts in the field for assessment of
face validity, resulting in 34 items in the initial measure. Items were assessed on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from never to daily. Study two assessed validation for the initial
measure with 424 participants working in IT, consulting, and social work. The
researchers conducted exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses on these results and
retained 26 items. Sample items include, “Received messages that have a negative tone”,
“Been unfairly blamed for work problems”, “Had colleagues ignore your messages”, and
“Been called derogatory names” (Farley et al., 2016, p. 303). Farley and colleagues also
included a “self-labeling” item where participants are provided with the definition of

1

Though the CNAQ, which predates the WCM, has a publishing date of 2017 in the official citation, it was
originally published in 2016 and republished to fix errors in 2017.
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cyberbullying and asked if they had been bullied over the last six months with responses
ranging from No to Yes, almost daily (2016). Study three focused on creating a
nomological network, determining external convergent validity with traditional
workplace bullying and cyber aggression, and divergent validity with ICT hassles
(glitches, slow speed) and ICT learning expectations (keeping updated on new tech).
Emotional exhaustion and interactional justice were both collected as criterion variables
as well. Two further confirmatory factor analyses were conducted, and a unidimensional
model was fitted, and validation evidence confirmed.
Farley and colleagues have made the best attempt to create a reliable and valid
measure for cyberbullying that assesses both victimization and perpetration of
cyberbullying in the workplace. They used different samples each step and gathered
participants from a variety of different workplace settings. This is important as previous
research has suggested that prevalence may differ by occupation (D’Souza et al., 2018;
McCarthy, 2016). Additionally, the researchers followed strict statistical protocol to
ensure validation of their measure and involved real subject matter experts. However, one
critique of this measure is in the “self-labeling” item the researchers claim addresses the
power differential in traditional bullying. There is little explanation offered as to how this
one item assesses a power differential between the victim and perpetrator and, further, the
power differential is included in definitions of youth bullying and cyberbullying but not
necessarily in CWCB. Additionally, there is no measure of severity of experiences, only
frequency. Overall, this is the most scientifically sound measure of workplace
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cyberbullying available to date. However, more research and validation studies should be
conducted to solidify this measure.
Given this comprehensive overview of the different approaches researchers have
used to measure CWCB, it is clear that there are various issues facing researchers in this
area that may call results into question, or at least make replication very difficult. In order
to synthesize what the literature has to offer on measuring CWCB, there are certain best
practices that researchers should keep in mind moving forward. Measurement should
include Leymann’s (1996) recommended time frame of reference of six months, asking
participants how often over the last six months certain CWCB experiences have occurred.
In addition to measuring frequency of experiences, it is also important to assess severity
of CWCB experiences. This will help researchers understand the relationships with
relevant outcomes within the workplace for employees and organizations. Measures
should encompass various types of media currently used in the workplace including chat
platforms, social media platforms, and text messaging, rather than solely assessing email
CWCB. Further, industry, occupation, and time spent online should be considered, as the
prevalence rates may vary wildly depending on these factors. Finally, researchers should
sample from working populations, rather than convenience sampling using college
students, as previously discussed. Once researchers can agree on (a) reliable and valid
measure(s) containing all of these best practices, practitioners will be in a better position
to measure and address CWCB within organizations
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CHAPTER FOUR
CURRENT STUDY
The current study aims to investigate the constructs of workplace cyberbullying
and workplace cyberincivility, referred to together as counterproductive workplace cyber
behaviors (CWCB), in their content and measurement. Specifically, the study examines
how these two specific constructs are different (or not) and what existing/adapted
measures are the most reliable and valid for practitioners to use in application. Given the
discrepancies in the literature around the differences between workplace cyberbullying
and cyberincivility, it is important for researchers to be careful not to commit Kelly’s
(1927) Jangle Fallacy in characterizing and measuring two constructs as different, when
they are largely the same. This wastes time, resources, and effort on the part of
researchers and practitioners alike. This issue is of particular interest to practitioners, who
need the most reliable and valid measures available, that are also economically efficient.
Given the circumstances of the 2020 global Coronavirus pandemic, many
companies have opted to move as much work online and remote as possible to avoid
personal contact and virus spread. More people than ever before are conducting their
work and business in a completely online environment. Though it is physically safe and
convenient that so many organizations have this option, this change could potentially
come with unintended consequences for workers. The youth cyberbullying literature has
established that time spent online is significantly correlated with cyberbullying
victimization and perpetration (see Kowalski & McCord, 2020). Given the similar
outcomes shared between CWCB and youth cyberbullying, researchers can extrapolate
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that more time spent working remotely should be correlated with CWCB behaviors. For
the purposes of this dissertation, I will focus on CWCB victimization rather than
perpetration, due to established patterns of correlations with outcomes and linkages to
previous research regarding victimization.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The primary goal of this research was to determine whether workplace
cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility are indeed two distinct constructs, or if they
are largely overlapping. It is possible that these constructs are so similar that there is no
need to distinguish between the two. Further, it is also possible that these two constructs
fall on a continuum of counterproductive workplace cyber behaviors (CWCB). It is also
possible that these are indeed distinct constructs that should be measured separately. In
this case, it is important to determine what the most reliable and valid measures are for
each. This research intends to answer the following research questions surrounding the
constructs of cyberincivility and cyberbullying in the workplace:
Research Question 1: Are workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility two
distinct constructs that should be measured separately for the purposes of assessing their
prevalence and their links to outcomes of interest?
Research Question 2: Of the existing measures of cyberbullying at work, which is the
most reliable and valid to recommend for use to researchers and practitioners?
Research Question 3: Is there an existing measure that can assess workplace
cyberincivility that is reliable and valid, and that researchers can confidently recommend
to practitioners to help assess and combat cyberincivility in the workplace?

47

In order to address these research questions, the following five hypotheses are proposed:
Given the significant overlap in outcomes and behaviors related to workplace
cyberbullying and cyberincivility, it is predicted that an exploratory factor analysis will
show significant correlation and co-loading between these two constructs.
Hypothesis 1: Measures of workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility will
be positively correlated
Hypothesis 1a: Items on workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility measures will load
onto one common factor, counterproductive workplace cyber behavior (CWCB),
indicating that these are not distinct constructs.
Given the findings in youth cyberbullying literature (Kowalski et al., 2014)
regarding the contribution of cyberbullying to incremental variance above and beyond
traditional bullying, I expect that CWCBs will contribute to incremental variance in
outcomes above and beyond traditional forms of interpersonal aggression.
Hypothesis 1b: Counterproductive workplace cyber behaviors (CWCB) will be
empirically distinct from traditional forms of workplace bullying and incivility.
Consistent with previous findings in the literature, it is hypothesized that
workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility will share significant
relationships with similar outcomes including job satisfaction, depression, turnover,
suicidal ideation, anxiety, job performance, affective organizational commitment and
perceived organizational support.
Hypothesis 2: Workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility will both be
significantly related to dependent variable outcomes including depression, anxiety,
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suicidal ideation, job satisfaction, job performance, affective organizational commitment,
turnover intention, and perceived organizational support.
Though the power imbalance is included in most accepted definitions of youth
cyberbullying and traditional workplace interpersonal aggression, this is not the case for
workplace cyberbullying or workplace cyberincivility. Given this discrepancy in the
literature surrounding the existence of the power imbalance, as it exists in youth
cyberbullying literature, it is hypothesized that it is not necessary for a power imbalance
to exist between perpetrator and victim with regard to both workplace cyberbullying and
workplace cyberincivility. This could be particularly the case for adults in the workplace,
as those in supervisory or management positions may feel more responsibility to refrain
from CWCBs.
Hypothesis 3: Proportionately, fewer people will have been victimized by cyberbullying
or cyberincivility from their supervisors or managers, than from other sources such as
peers and clients.
Previous research has shown incremental variance in outcomes for cyberbullying
above and beyond traditional bullying among youth. It is hypothesized that this
difference in incremental variance will be similar for adults in the workplace.
Hypothesis 4: Workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility combined will account for
incremental variance in outcomes, as compared to traditional bullying and incivility,
combined, in the workplace.
Hypothesis 4a: It is expected that workplace cyberincivility will contribute to outcomes
above and beyond traditional workplace incivility.

49

Hypothesis 4b: It is expected that workplace cyberbullying will contribute to outcomes
above and beyond traditional workplace bullying.
Consistent with previous research, cyberbullying victimization and perpetration
are expected to correlate with time spent online. Given that more people than ever are
working remotely in response to the 2020 global endemic, it is hypothesized that this
effect will be similar for adults in the workplace.
Hypothesis 5: It is hypothesized that participants will indicate that cyberbullying and
cyberincivility have increased as employees spend more time working remotely in
response to the 2020 global pandemic.
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CHAPTER FIVE
METHOD
Participants
Participants were recruited from a sample of 1,000 employees of a large public
Southeastern University (total employee population of 5,564), for at least six months,
recruited via email to participate in an online survey. All participants were informed of
the precondition, asking them not to participate unless they have been employed by the
same employer for at least six months. A power analysis conducted using G*Power (Faul
et al., 2007) indicated that an acceptable sample size was 206 (r² = 0.099). Because this
study used multiple latent variables, and relationships between variables ranged in
magnitude, a conservative estimate of the relationship between cyberbullying and
cyberincivility and a common outcome, depression (r = .33-.35; Kowalski et al., 2018),
was used to determine the number of participants needed to achieve an acceptable level
of power (0.80).
Of the random sample of 1,000 employees, provided by the institution’s Office of
Institutional Research, 213 employees responded to the online survey. Responses were
excluded if they were largely incomplete or if participants failed more than one attention
check question. Of the final sample including 170 employees, 119 (70%) were female,
146 (85.9%) white, with a mean age of 45.34 (SD = 12.98). The respondents were mostly
staff (57.1%), followed by staff-supervisors (18.2%), faculty (18.8%), and finally
administration (5.9%).
Measures
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An online survey created in Qualtrics included the two most prominent
cyberbullying scales, Lim and Teo’s (2009) CIS, traditional bullying and incivility
measures, and several outcomes of interest. These outcomes, the dependent variables, are
depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation, work performance, affective organizational
commitment, and perceived organizational support. In order to ascertain construct
validity, a youth cyberbullying scale was included as well as a traditional workplace
incivility and a traditional workplace bullying scale. In order to keep responses
comparable, all independent variable measures including bullying, incivility,
cyberbullying, and cyberincivility were measured using the same 5-point scale (never,
now and then, at least monthly, at least weekly, daily) used by Einarsen and Notelaers
(2009) for the NAQ-R. All measure scale scores were calculated using means. Reversescoring was applied where needed with higher scores indicating more of the construct of
interest. To reduce the effect of ordering, the online survey employed counterbalancing of
the various scales. Additionally, four attention check questions were added throughout
the survey to verify participants’ attention to questions. Cronbach’s Alpha reliabilities for
this sample can be found on the diagonal of the Pearson correlation’s table, Table 3.
Demographics
Demographic items included gender, age, race, occupation (staff, faculty,
administration, graduate assistant), types of social media used (Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, LinkedIn, Reddit, Tumblr, Snapchat, other), time spent online in general
(email, social media, texting, chatting, etc.) before and after the 2020 global pandemic,
and time spent online specifically regarding work activities (email, social media, texting,
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chatting, etc.) before and after the 2020 global pandemic. Response options for time spent
online adhered to previous researchers’ guidelines on a 5-point Likert scale with options
including very little, little, a moderate amount, often, and very often (Coyne et al., 2017).
See Appendix A for demographic questions.
Lifetime Experience with Cyberbullying and Cyberincivility
In addition to the bullying/cyberbullying and incivility/cyberincivility measures
included in the survey, participants were also asked to indicate their lifetime prevalence
of victimization and perpetration of bullying, cyberbullying, incivility, and cyberincivility
as well as who their most common lifetime perpetrator or victim was
(supervisor/manager/director, coworker, subordinate, client/customer/student,
contractor/consultant, or intern/temporary worker). Participants were provided with
definitions of each form of workplace mistreatment in question (see Appendix B). A
sample item is, “Please indicate your lifetime experience as the victim of each form of
workplace mistreatment: Incivility, Bullying, Cyberincivility, and Cyberbullying”.
Response options for each form of workplace mistreatment were on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from never to many times. Further, participants were asked to reflect on whether
their individual experience with cyberbullying and/or cyberincivility had increased in the
last year due to increased remote work in response to the 2020 global pandemic. See
Appendix B for a full list of lifetime experience items.
Workplace Cyberbullying
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Workplace cyberbullying was measured using both the Workplace Cyberbullying
Measure (WCM; Farley et al., 2016; Appendix C) and the Inventory of Cyberbullying
Acts at Work (ICA-W; Vranjes et al., 2018; Appendix D).
The WCM (Farley et al., 2016; Appendix C) is a 17-item measure intended to
assess respondents’ cyberbullying victimization over the past 6 months. Response options
range on a 5-point scale from never to daily and sample items include, “Received
threatening messages”, “Been unfairly blamed for work problems”, and “Been sent
conflicting information”. Internal reliability for the WCM was reported as .93 (Farley et
al., 2016), indicating an acceptable Cronbach’s α.
The ICA-W (Vranjes et al., 2018; Appendix D) is a 10-item measure also
assessing victimization over a period of the last 6 months. Sample items include, “Your
work is criticized publicly by means of ICTs”, “Rumors or gossip are being spread about
you by means of ICTs”, and “Somebody takes over your identity”. Items are rated on a 5point Likert scale ranging from never to daily. Cronbach’s α for the ICA-W was reported
as .81 (Vranjes et al., 2018), indicating an acceptable level of internal reliability.
In order to assess severity of experiences, in addition to frequency, each scale was
followed by the question, “In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences
upon which you based your responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the
severity of the cyberbullying that you experienced?”. Response options are on a 5-point
Likert scale (not at all severe, slightly severe, moderately severe, very severe, and
extremely severe).
Workplace Cyberincivility
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Workplace cyberincivility was measured using Lim and Teo’s Cyberincivility
Scale (CIS; 2009; Appendix E). The CIS is a 14-item measure intended to measure
supervisor cyberincivility over the past year. For the purposes of this dissertation, in
order to keep the time frames of reference uniform, Leymann’s (1996) suggested
timeframe of the past 6 months was used instead of the original 12-month timeframe for
this instrument. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale from not at all to all the time. In
order to keep responses comparable to other measures, response options were adapted to
the 5-point response scale (never, now and then, at least monthly, at least weekly, daily)
used by Einarsen and Notelaers (2009) for the NAQ-R. Sample items include, “Said
something hurtful to you through emails”, “Made demeaning or derogatory remarks
about you through emails”, and “Not replying to your emails at all”. The CIS enjoys
strong internal reliability with a Cronbach’s α reported as .95 (Lim & Teo, 2009).
In order to assess severity of experiences, in addition to frequency, the CIS was
followed by the question, “In thinking about these workplace cyberincivility experiences
upon which you based your responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the
severity of the cyberincivility that you experienced?”. Response options are on a 5-point
Likert scale (not at all severe, slightly severe, moderately severe, very severe, and
extremely severe).
Traditional Workplace Bullying
Traditional (face-to-face) workplace bullying was measured using the Negative
Acts Questionnaire, Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009; Appendix F). The
NAQ-R is a 22-item self-report questionnaire intended to assess traditional workplace
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bullying over the past 6 months. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
never to daily. Sample items include, “Having your opinions ignored”, “Being exposed to
an unmanageable workload”, and “Threats of violence or physical abuse or actual abuse”.
Cronbach’s α for the NAQ-R was reported as .90 (Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009),
indicating an acceptable level of internal reliability.
To assess severity of experiences, in addition to frequency, the NAQ-R was
followed by the question, “In thinking about these workplace bullying experiences upon
which you based your responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the
severity of the bullying that you experienced?”. Response options are on a 5-point Likert
scale (not at all severe, slightly severe, moderately severe, very severe, and extremely
severe).
Traditional Workplace Incivility
Traditional (face-to-face) workplace incivility was measured using the Workplace
Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001; Appendix G). The WIS is a 7-item measure
assessing participants’ experiences with workplace incivility over the past 5 years. For
the purposes of this dissertation, in order to keep the time frames of reference uniform,
Leymann’s (1996) suggested timeframe of the past 6 months was used instead of the
original 5-year timeframe for this instrument. Participants were asked “... have you been
in a situation where any of your superiors or coworkers:” and sample items include, “Put
you down or was condescending to you”, “Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about
you”, and “Ignored or excluded you from professional camaraderie”. Response options
are on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from never to many times. In order to keep
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responses comparable to other measures, response options were adapted to the 5-point
response scale (never, now and then, at least monthly, at least weekly, daily) used by
Einarsen and Notelaers (2009) for the NAQ-R. Internal reliability was reported as .89
(Cortina et al., 2001), an acceptable level for Cronbach’s α.
In order to assess severity of experiences, in addition to frequency, the WIS was
followed by the question, “In thinking about these workplace incivility experiences upon
which you based your responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the
severity of the incivility that you experienced?”. Response options are on a 5-point Likert
scale (not at all severe, slightly severe, moderately severe, very severe, and extremely
severe).
Youth Cyberbullying
Traditional cyberbullying among youth was assessed using the Cyberbullying
Experiences Survey (CES; Doane et al., 2013; Appendix H). The CES includes 21 items
assessing victimization and 27 items assessing perpetration of cyberbullying among
youth. Participants were asked to rate each item based on their experiences over the last
year and items are rated on a 6 point Likert scale ranging from never to every day/almost
every day. For the purposes of this dissertation, in order to keep the time frames of
reference uniform, Leymann’s (1996) suggested timeframe of the past 6 months was used
instead of the original 12-month timeframe for this instrument. To keep responses
comparable to other measures, response options were adapted to the 5-point response
scale (never, now and then, at least monthly, at least weekly, daily) used by Einarsen and
Notelaers (2009) for the NAQ-R. Items on the CES are presented in
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victimization/perpetration pairs, such as “Has someone spread a rumor about you
electronically” and “Have you spread a rumor about someone electronically”. For the
purposes of this dissertation, victimization only was assessed, therefore the 27 items
assessing perpetration were excluded. Cronbach’s α reliability measures were reported
between .74 and .89 (Doane et al., 2013) for victimization items and between .83 and .94
(Doane et al., 2009) for the perpetration items, indicating acceptable internal reliability.
In order to assess severity of experiences, in addition to frequency, the CES was
followed by the question, “In thinking about these cyberbullying experiences upon which
you based your responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of
the cyberbullying that you experienced?”. Response options are on a 5-point Likert scale
(not at all severe, slightly severe, moderately severe, very severe, and extremely severe).
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction was assessed using three items used by Giumetti et al. (2016),
adapted from a general satisfaction measure in the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman &
Oldham, 1974). These items include, “Overall, I feel satisfied with my job”, “I feel happy
with my job for the most part”, and “I think that my job generally pleases me” (Giumetti
et al., 2016). Response options are on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree
to strongly disagree. Giumetti et al. (2016) reported internal reliability for these items as
.96, indicating a strong Cronbach’s α level and good internal reliability.
Turnover Intention
Turnover intention was measured using one item, “In the past 6 months, how
often have you seriously considered quitting your job?”. Response options are on a 6-
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point Likert scale ranging from never to several times per day. Previous researchers have
used this method to assess turnover intention to a high enough degree that there is
precedence in the literature for use of a single item measure for turnover (Giumetti et al.,
2012). Additionally, though multi-item measures are ideal for complex constructs, single
item measures are acceptable for unidimensional constructs (Baruch, 2004).
Absenteeism
Self-report absenteeism was measured with one item, “Approximately how many
days over the previous 6 months have you been absent unofficially from work?”.
Response options are on a 3-point Likert scale ranging from no days to 6-10 days.
Previous researchers have used this method to assess absenteeism to a high enough
degree that there is precedence in the literature for use of a single item measure for
absenteeism (see Einarsen et al., 2009; Gardner et al., 2016; Giumetti et al., 2012).
Depression, Anxiety, and Suicidal Tendencies
Depression, anxiety, and suicidal tendencies were measured using the
Multidimensional Behavioral Health Screen (MBHS; McCord, 2020; Appendix I). The
MBHS is a recently developed 27-item scale intended to measure 9 core dimensional
constructs of psychological dysfunction (somatization, demoralization, anhedonia,
anxiety, suicidal tendencies, activation, cognitive complaints, disconstraint, and
substance misuse). Respondents were given instructions to, “Indicate your response to
each item by circling the number. Please answer as accurately and honestly as you can.”
Items are rated on a 0-3 scale from definitely false to definitely true. Sample items
include, “I worry a lot”, “I feel useless”, “I don’t think before I act”, and “I feel weak”.
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Cronbach’s αs for each subscale were reported between .61 and .81 (McCord, 2020), all
within an acceptable range of internal reliability.
Work Performance
Self-rated, current job performance was measured using Quinones’s 5-item
measure (see Giumetti et al., 2020; Appendix J). Sample items include, “I perform very
well on my job” with response options on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Internal consistency is within an acceptable range, with
Cronbach’s α reported as ranging from .68 to .98 (Giumetti et al., 2020).
Affective Organizational Commitment
Affective Organizational Commitment (AOC) was measured using Allen and
Meyer’s (1990; Appendix K) six affective commitment items from the larger 24-item
organizational commitment measure. Sample items include, “I really feel as if this
organization’s problems are my own”, “This organization has a great deal of personal
meaning for me”, and “I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization” (R).
Response options are on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 7 =
strongly disagree.
Perceived Organizational Support
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) was measured using 8 items from the
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al. 1990; Appendix L).
These 8 items have been found to load highly on the main factor of perceived
organizational support, and apply to a wide variety of organizations (Eisenberger et al.,
1997). Sample items include, “My organization cares about my opinions”, “My
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organization really cares about my well-being”, and “My organization strongly considers
my goals and values”. Response options are on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 =
strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree. These items have strong reliability with
Cronbach’s α reported as .90 (Eisenberger et al., 1997).
Procedure
Participants were recruited via their employee email to participate in an online
survey. Participants were entered to win one of five $20 Amazon gift cards as an
incentive for participation. Upon completion of the survey, participants were given a link
to a new survey asking for their email to be entered to win a gift card. Their email
address was not associated with their previous data in any way. The survey measures
were counterbalanced in Qualtrics, using the randomizer feature in survey flow, to avoid
ordering effects. Participants were provided with informed consent (Appendix M) before
beginning the survey, outlining that proceeding to the survey indicated their consent to
participate in the research project.
Data Analyses
Once data were collected, various analyses were conducted to address each
hypothesis. All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS 26 (IBM Corp., 2019).
Descriptive statistics including participant demographics were assessed and reported, and
the correlation coefficients among the variables were calculated. An exploratory factor
analysis using rotated solution Varimax principal component analysis, was conducted in
SPSS (IBM Corp., 2019) with all CWCB measures to assess how many factors naturally
appear within these measures.
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Additionally, to assess incremental variance of outcomes of cyberbullying and
cyberincivility above and beyond traditional workplace bullying and incivility,
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted using the dependent variables anxiety,
depression, suicidal ideation, absenteeism, turnover intention, work performance,
affective organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support. This was
achieved by inputting traditional bullying (or incivility) in step one and cyberbullying (or
cyberincivility) in step two for each regression analysis two in order to assess the change
in R². Finally, both traditional workplace bullying and incivility measures were input in
step one, and both measures of CWCB were input in step two, to ascertain the change in
R² for CWCB. All statistical tests were conducted at a Type I error rate of .05. Residuals
were examined to ensure that assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity were
satisfied.
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CHAPTER SIX
RESULTS
Prevalence
Participants indicated that, before March 2020, their time spent online in general,
outside of work (M = 3.50, SD = 1.03), was mostly a moderate amount (37.6%), often
(30%), or very often (18.8%), with only 13.5% indicating they spent very little or a little
time online in general. With regard to time spent online for work only, before March
2020 (M = 3.58; SD = 1.13), participants mostly indicated they were online often
(34.7%), a moderate amount (28.2%), or very often (22.4%), with only 14.7% indicating
they spent very little or a little time online for work. These estimates predictably
increased when participants were asked to indicate their time spent online in general after
March 2020 (M = 3.95; SD = 1.05), with most participants indicating they spend time
online very often (36.5%), often (32.4%), or a moderate amount (21.8%), while only
8.3% indicated they spend very little or a little time online outside of work since March
2020. Regarding time spent online for work only since March 2020 (M = 4.04; SD =
1.11), most participants indicated that they work online very often (42.4%), often (30%),
or a moderate amount (15.3%), while only 9.7% of respondents say they work very little
or a little amount of time online since March 2020.
Participants were asked to indicate what social media they used, including
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn, Reddit, Tumblr, and Snapchat.
Overwhelmingly, Facebook was the most used social media, with 84.1% of participants
indicated that they did use Facebook. The second highest used social media platform was
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Instagram, with 59.3% of the subjects choosing Twitter as one of their social media
platforms. LinkedIn followed Instagram with 31.3% of participants indicating use of
LinkedIn, and Twitter was close behind with 28.8% of participants indicating that they
use Twitter. Snapchat was used by 21.9% of the respondents, while only a few
participants indicated that they use Reddit (11.3%). Tumblr was not chosen by any
participants as a media platform they use, while 5% of the respondents wrote in TikTok
under “Other”. Finally, only 3.1% of respondents indicated that they do not use social
media, or only use email for online interaction.
Participants were asked to reflect on the lifetime prevalence of victimization and
perpetration rates for workplace incivility, workplace bullying, workplace cyberincivility,
and workplace cyberbullying (see Table 2 for lifetime prevalence rates). Participants
indicated that the most common lifetime victimization experience was with traditional
workplace incivility, with 43.5% having experienced this a few times in their life. The
second most indicated lifetime victimization experience was with traditional workplace
bullying, with 28.8% responding that they had experienced this a few times in their life.
With regard to CWCB, the most common experience was victimization from workplace
cyberincivility, with 20% of participants indicating they had experienced this a few times
in their life. Cyberbullying was the least common workplace victimization experience,
with 84.1% of participants indicating they had never experienced workplace
cyberbullying victimization. Self-report lifetime perpetration rates for workplace
incivility, bullying, and CWCB were even smaller than victimization rates. The most
common perpetration reported was workplace incivility, with 22.9% of participants
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indicated that they have perpetrated workplace incivility a few times in their life. Overall,
most participants indicated that they had never perpetrated workplace incivility (61.2%),
workplace bullying (92.4%), workplace cyberincivility (87.1%), and least of all
workplace cyberbullying (95.9%).
With regard to prevalence rates for workplace bullying, incivility, cyberbullying,
and cyberincivility, the overwhelming majority of the sample indicated very low
experience with these behaviors within the specified 6-month timeframe as will be
discussed below.
Counterproductive Workplace Cyberbehaviors
As indicated by the WCM (Farley et al., 2016), an overwhelming 82.9% of the
sample indicated that they had never experienced workplace cyberbullying within the last
6-months. Of those who had been victimized by workplace cyberbullying, 82.8%
indicated that it only happened now and then, while 17.2% indicated that they
experienced workplace cyberbullying at least monthly. None of the participants were
classified as victims based on Leymann’s (1996) criteria, as none of them indicated that
they had been victimized at least weekly.
Regarding the ICA-W (Vranjes et al., 2018), as with the WCM, most of the
sample (88.2%) indicated that they had never experienced workplace cyberbullying in the
past 6-months. Of those who had experienced workplace cyberbullying, 95% indicated it
was only now and then, while 5% responded that it happened at least monthly. Again, no
subjects indicated that they had been victimized by workplace cyberbullying weekly, and
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therefore there were no participants classified as victims, according to Leymann’s (1996)
definition.
In assessing the prevalence rates of workplace cyberbullying as indicated by the
CIS (Lim & Teo, 2009), as with workplace cyberbullying measures, 85.3% of
respondents reported that they had never experienced workplace cyberincivility within
the past 6-months. Of those who had been the victim of workplace cyberincivility in the
specified timeframe of reference, 76% reported that it was only now and then, while 20%
responded that it was at least monthly. Only one participant indicated being the victim of
workplace cyberincivility at least weekly, identifying this subject as an actual victim per
Leymann’s (1996) classification.
Traditional Workplace Bullying and Incivility
Using the NAQ-R (Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009) to assess traditional, face-to-face,
workplace bullying, in line with previous findings, 84.5% of the participants indicated
that they had never experienced workplace bullying within the past 6-months. Of those
who had been bullied in the workplace within the specified timeframe of reference,
88.5% indicated that it was only now and then, while 11.5% reported that it was at least
monthly. No participants were classified as victims per Leymann’s (1996) guidelines.
Similarly, when assessing traditional workplace incivility using the WIS (Cortina
et al., 2001), 73.5% of participants indicated that they had never experienced traditional
workplace incivility. Of those who had been victimized by face-to-face workplace
incivility, 77.8% responded that it was only now and then, while 13.3% indicated that it
was at least a monthly experience. A smaller percentage, 8.9%, indicated that they had
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been the victim of workplace incivility at least weekly, categorizing these respondents as
official victims per Leymann’s (1996) criteria.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Pearson correlations between both workplace cyberbullying measures and the
workplace cyberincivility measure were assessed to observe relationships between the
CWCB measures and to establish convergent validity. The WCM (Farley et al., 2016)
was significantly correlated with the ICA-W (Vranjes et al., 2018; r = 0.76, p < 0.01) and
the CIS (Lim & Teo, 2009; r = 0.62, p < 0.01). Additionally, the CIS and the ICA-W
were also significantly correlated (r = 0.74; p < 0.01). See Table 3 for a full list of
Pearson correlations between variables of interest. Smaller, but still significant
correlations were also observed between CWCB and traditional forms of workplace
bullying and incivility. The NAQ-R (Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009) was significantly
correlated with the WCM (r = 0.67; p < 0.01), the ICA-W (r = 0.55; p < 0.01), and the
CIS (r = 0.61; p < 0.01). Further, the WIS (Cortina et al., 2001) was significantly
correlated with the WCM (r = 0.65; p < 0.01), the ICA-W (r = 0.55; p ≤ 0.01), and the
CIS (r = 0.66; p < 0.01).
An exploratory factor analysis using a Varimax rotation was conducted to view
the factor structure for these existing measures of workplace cyberbullying and
workplace cyberincivility and to assess internal validity of these measures. Exploratory
factor analysis can capture true factor structure in most cases (Farley et al., 2016). The
EFA was conducted in SPSS 26 using all items from the two workplace cyberbullying
measures and the workplace cyberincivility measure to explore how many factors
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naturally emerge from these items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure revealed
that, though the sample size was smaller than the original target, sampling adequacy was
achieved (KMO = 0.88), as KMO is above the recommended minimum of 0.5 (Kline,
1999). Additionally, Barlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(820) = 6163.52 (p <
0.01), indicating that a factor analysis is appropriate for these data. Principal component
analysis was performed, and a scree plot revealed one main salient factor with an
eigenvalue of 15.51, explaining 37.8% of the total variance. See Table 4 for full list of
items and corresponding rotated factor loadings. This first factor is labeled “work-related
cyberbullying” by Farley and colleagues (2016, p. 302), which is consistent with these
findings. All items with the highest loadings on this first factor, which I labeled “workrelated CWCB”, are specific to the workplace context and refer to strictly workplace
communications, specifically email communications. The second factor that emerged
from the EFA, with an eigenvalue of 3.73 (not as strong as factor 1, but still with an
eigenvalue > 1), explained 9.1% of the total variance and was labeled “person-related
cyberbullying” by Farley and colleagues (2016, p. 302). Items with the highest loadings
on this factor pertain to personal attacks via workplace technology; therefore, I label this
factor “person-related CWCB”. A smaller still third factor with an eigenvalue of 2.70,
explaining 6.6% of variance, had highest loadings on items referring to being ignored by
supervisors via means of ICTs. The fourth factor with an eigenvalue of 2.16, explaining
5.3% of variance, had the highest loadings on items with a threatening nature. The fifth
factor (eigenvalue of 1.87, explaining 4.6% of variance) represented items related to
identity theft and the sixth factor (eigenvalue of 1.45, explaining 3.6% of variance)
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loaded highest for items asking about posting embarrassing visuals online. These last two
factors loaded highest for the three items on the ICA-W that loaded poorly on the first
factor.
Correlations with Dependent Variable Outcomes
Pearson correlations between variables were assessed to observe relationships
between CWCB and various dependent variable outcomes including job satisfaction, job
performance, depression, turnover, suicidal ideation, anxiety, affective organizational
commitment, and perceived organizational support (see Table 3 for full correlations).
Both measures of workplace cyberbullying were significantly negatively correlated with
job satisfaction (WCM r = -0.45, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = -0.43, p ≤ 0.01), affective
organizational commitment (WCM r = -0.31, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = -0.37, p ≤ 0.01), and
perceived organizational support (WCM r = -0.43, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = -0.35, p ≤ 0.01).
Additionally, both measures of workplace cyberbullying were significantly positively
correlated with turnover intention (WCM r = 0.50, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = 0.47, p ≤ 0.01),
absenteeism (WCM r = 0.16, p ≤ 0.05; ICA-W r = 0.22, p ≤ 0.01), anxiety (WCM r =
0.30, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = 0.38, p ≤ 0.01), and various depressive symptoms including
somatization (WCM r = 0.25, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = 0.30, p ≤ 0.01), demoralization
(WCM r = 0.39, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r = 0.45, p ≤ 0.01), anhedonia (WCM r = 0.26, p ≤
0.01; ICA-W r = 0.31, p ≤ 0.01), cognitive issues (WCM r = 0.25, p ≤ 0.01; ICA-W r =
0.26, p ≤ 0.01), and activation (WCM r = 0.20, p ≤ 0.05; ICA-W r = 0.25, p ≤ 0.01), and
disconstraint (ICA-W r = 0.16; p ≤ 0.05).
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Workplace cyberincivility, assessed using the CIS (Lim & Teo, 2009) also
yielded significant correlations with dependent variable outcomes of interest. Workplace
cyberincivility was significantly negatively correlated with job satisfaction (r = -0.41; p ≤
0.01), work performance (r = -0.18; p ≤ 0.05), affective organizational commitment (r = 0.42; p ≤ 0.01), and perceived organizational support (r = -0.29; p ≤ 0.01). Additionally,
workplace cyberincivility was found to be significantly positively correlated with
turnover intention (r = 0.49; p ≤ 0.01), absenteeism (r = =0.15; p ≤ 0.05), anxiety (r =
0.27; p ≤ 0.01), and various depressive symptoms including somatization (r = 0.20; p ≤
0.01), demoralization (r = 0.37; p ≤ 0.01), anhedonia (r = 0.26; p ≤ 0.01), cognitive issues
(r = 0.20; p ≤ 0.05), activation (r = 0.21; p ≤ 0.01), and disconstraint (r = 0.16; p ≤ 0.05).
The Power Imbalance
In order to assess the potential power imbalance that has become part of the
definition for workplace cyberbullying, participants were asked to reflect on the most
common perpetrators who victimized them over their lifetime, as well as the most
common victims to their own perpetration of CWCB. With regard to the most common
perpetrators who victimized the respondents over the course of their lifetime, only 26.5%
indicated that the perpetrator was a supervisor, manager, or director. The overwhelming
majority of respondents indicated that the most common perpetrator was a coworker
(41.2%). Further, 17.6% indicated that the most common perpetrator was a client,
customer, or student, followed by a subordinate (4.1%), and only 1.8% responded that the
most common perpetrator was a contractor or consultant, or an intern or temporary
worker.
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When respondents were asked who their most common victim was when they
perpetrated CWCB over their lifetime, only 18.8% indicated that the most common
victim was a subordinate. The overwhelming majority of respondents indicated that their
most common victim was a coworker (50.6%). Further, 7.6% of participants responded
that their most common victim was a supervisor, manager, or director, followed by a
client, customer, or student (4.1%), and only 4.1% indicated that their most common
victim was a contractor or consultant, or an intern or temporary worker.
Incremental Variance of Cyberbehaviors over Traditional Workplace Interpersonal
CWBs
In order to assess the impact of CWCB on outcomes of interest above and beyond
traditional forms of workplace bullying and incivility, three sets of hierarchical
regressions were conducted inputting traditional bullying behaviors in step one, and
cyberbehaviors in step two (see Table 5 for regression coefficients). The first set of
regressions assessed the incremental variance in predicting outcomes in workplace
cyberbullying, using the WCM, above and beyond traditional bullying, using the NAQ-R.
Results indicated that workplace cyberbullying predicted significant incremental variance
in many outcomes of interest above and beyond traditional workplace bullying. The
WCM predicted unique variance in job satisfaction (ΔR2 = .03, p ≤ 0.01), turnover
intention (ΔR2 = .06, p ≤ 0.01), and perceived organizational support (ΔR2 = .06, p ≤
0.01) while controlling for traditional workplace bullying, the NAQ-R. Workplace
cyberbullying did not account for significant additional variance when predicting
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absenteeism, anxiety, suicidal tendencies, work performance, and affective organizational
commitment.
The second set of regressions assessed the incremental variance in outcomes of
workplace cyberincivility, using the CIS, above and beyond traditional workplace
incivility, using the WIS. Results indicated that workplace cyberincivility predicted
significant incremental variance in several outcomes of interest above and beyond
traditional workplace incivility. The CIS predicted unique variance in job satisfaction
(ΔR2 = .04, p ≤ 0.01), turnover intention (ΔR2 = .06, p ≤ 0.01), and affective
organizational commitment (ΔR2 = .08, p ≤ 0.01) while controlling for traditional
workplace incivility, the WIS. Incremental variance of CWCB in dependent variable
outcomes absenteeism, anxiety, suicidal tendencies, work performance, and perceived
organizational support above and beyond traditional workplace bullying and incivility
was non-significant.
The third set of regressions assessed the incremental variance of cyberbehaviors
in the outcomes of CWCB, above and beyond traditional workplace bullying and
incivility, combined. Results indicated that CWCB predicted significant incremental
variance in four outcomes of interest above and beyond traditional interpersonal CWBs.
CWCBs predicted unique variance in job satisfaction (ΔR2 = .04, p ≤ 0.01), turnover
intention (ΔR2 = .08, p ≤ 0.01), affective organizational commitment (ΔR2 = .06, p ≤
0.01), and perceived organizational support (ΔR2 = .06, p ≤ 0.01) while controlling for
traditional interpersonal CWBs. Incremental variance of CWCBs in dependent variable
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outcomes absenteeism, anxiety, suicidal tendencies, and work performance above and
beyond traditional interpersonal CWBs was non-significant.
Cyberbehaviors during 2020 Global Pandemic
Participants were asked if they thought that the incidence of CWCB had increased
since March 2020, due to the global pandemic and its incitement of a large movement to
work remotely, increasing reliance of ICTs in the workplace. The majority of respondents
(M = 1.62); SD = 0.587) indicated that they thought CWCB had increased since March
2020 only somewhat (50.6%), while 42.4% responded that they did not think CWCB had
increased due to the increase of remote work at all. Only 5.3% of participants indicated
that they thought CWCB had increased greatly since March 2020
Participants were recruited from a sample of 1,000 employees of a large public
Southeastern University (total employee population of 5,564), for at least six months.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
DISCUSSION
In recent years, due to the increase in ICT use in workplace settings, researchers
and practitioners alike have been motivated to understand the occurrence and outcomes
of counterproductive workplace cyberbehaviors (CWCBs). Since the literature on
workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberinvicility is relatively new, there has been
much discrepancy about terminology, prevalence, measurement, and potential outcomes.
Because of these discrepancies, it is very difficult to accurately assess the occurrence of
these behaviors within the workplace, as well as how to accurately measure CWCBs
within the applied setting. Though CWCBs are closely related to youth cyberbullying
from a theoretical perspective, it is clear that using youth cyberbullying measures is
inefficient and ill-fitting for the workplace environment. Further, it appears that
distinguishing between workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility may not
be necessary at all, as the measures and relationships with outcomes of interest seem to
be very closely aligned. This dissertation aimed to address some of these discrepancies,
particularly regarding measurement, terminology, and outcomes stemming from CWCBs.
Summary of Findings
The main hypothesis for this study centered around the possibility that workplace
cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility are so closely aligned that there is no need to
distinguish between the two within the literature and in practical applications. Hypothesis
1 proposed that these two constructs would be significantly positively correlated, and this
hypothesis was supported. All measures of workplace cyberbullying and workplace
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cyberincivility were highly correlated with each other. Hypothesis 1a was tested with an
EFA to assess factor loadings for items on all CWCB measures. The EFA showed that all
three measures of CWCB loaded significantly onto one large factor labeled “work-related
CWCB”. Items with highest loadings on this one factor reflected work specific CWCB,
mostly regarding email. For example, the best item for this factor was question 11 on the
CIS, which strictly assesses supervisory CWCB, “Used emails for time sensitive
messages (e.g., cancelling or scheduling a meeting on short notice)”. Other high loading
items from the CIS on this factor include “Said hurtful things to you via email”, and
“Used email for discussions that would require face-to-face dialogue”. The highest
loading item from the WCM on the work-related CWCB factor was “Been the subject of
communications that undermine you”, and the highest loading item from the ICA-W on
this factor was “Your emails are forwarded to third parties to harm you”. This factor was
the most significant with the highest eigenvalue, and with most CWCB items loading
very highly. Though there were other factors with eigenvalues over one, this factor
accounted for the greatest percentage of variance. Therefore, hypothesis 1a is partially
supported.
Hypothesis 1b posed that CWCB are empirically distinct from traditional forms of
workplace bullying and incivility. Though these constructs were significantly correlated,
the correlations were not as high as the relationships between traditional forms of
workplace bullying and incivility or the relationship between CWCBs. Additionally, the
hierarchical regression analyses showed that, with regard to dependent variable
outcomes, CWCBs contribute to incremental variance in specific outcomes above and
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beyond those of traditional forms of workplace bullying and incivility. Further, given that
the EFA revealed that the items loading the best onto the work-related CWCB factor
were overwhelmingly email related, items from traditional workplace bullying and
incivility measures would not be expected to load similarly. Therefore, Hypothesis 1b is
supported.
The second Hypothesis in this study proposed that CWCBs would be significantly
correlated with dependent variable outcomes of interest such as depression, anxiety, and
suicidal ideation. Both measures of workplace cyberbullying were significantly correlated
with anxiety, and various depressive symptoms including somatization, demoralization,
anhedonia, cognitive issues, and activation. The measure of workplace cyberincivility
was also significantly correlated with anxiety, and the same depressive symptoms
including somatization, demoralization, anhedonia, cognitive issues, and activation.
However, none of the CWCB measures were correlated with suicidal tendencies,
suggesting this may not be an outcome of interest in the workplace setting, as it is with
regard to youth cyberbullying (i.e. Kowalski & McCord, 2020). Further, all measures of
CWCB were significantly negatively correlated with job satisfaction, affective
organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support, and significantly
positively correlated with turnover intention and absenteeism. However, only workplace
cyberincivility was significantly negatively correlated with work performance, though
this is a lower correlation. Given the lack of correlation between CWCB and suicidal
tendencies and work performance, but the overwhelming significant correlations with
other outcomes of interest, Hypothesis 2 is deemed as partially supported.
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Hypothesis 3 calls into question the idea of the power imbalance with regard to
CWCBs, by proposing that fewer people will respond that they were victimized by
superiors than by coworkers or other sources. This hypothesis was supported, because
most participants indicated that they had been victimized most commonly by their
coworkers, and, when asked who their most common victims were, coworkers were also
the top response. This suggests that the power imbalance is not necessarily part of the
theoretical definition of CWCBs.
The next set of hypotheses proposed that CWCBs would account for incremental
variance in outcomes above and beyond traditional forms of workplace bullying and
incivility. When assessing workplace cyberbullying above and beyond traditional
workplace bullying, cyberbullying contributed significantly beyond traditional workplace
bullying in job satisfaction, turnover intention, and perceived organizational support.
Regarding workplace cyberincivility’s contribution to outcomes beyond traditional
incivility, workplace cyberincivility contributed significantly to job satisfaction, turnover
intention, and affective organizational commitment. Incremental variance for CWCB
beyond traditional forms of workplace bullying and incivility in absenteeism, anxiety,
suicidal tendencies, and work performance were not significant. Therefore, hypotheses 4,
4a, and 4b are partially supported.
Finally, hypothesis 5 proposed that CWCBs have increased as work has moved
increasingly online due to the 2020 global pandemic. Though only a small percentage of
participants responded that they thought CWCBs had greatly increased, the majority of
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respondents indicated that CWCBs had somewhat increased since March 2020.
Therefore, hypothesis 5 is supported.
Implications of Findings
Because the hypotheses in this study were all at least partially supported, there are
important theoretical and practical implications to consider. These implications
encompass the theoretical definitional issues within the workplace cyberbullying and
cyberincivility literature, as well as measurement issues that are of great interest to
practitioners in the applied setting. Though the theoretical implications should be
considered by researchers moving forward in this field, in industrial-organizational
psychology, and particularly within occupational health psychology, researchers should
strive to always consider practitioners and focus on practical implications of research,
and how to make measurement and intervention easier for those in the applied setting.
Theoretical Implications
One of the main theoretical implications of this study is that it is perhaps
appropriate to collapse workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility in
research, into an umbrella construct, counterproductive workplace cyberbehaviors. The
EFA did support collapsing these constructs, as one factor was overwhelmingly large and
explained a large proportion of variance in the items. Further, the strong correlations
indicate that these two constructs are significantly correlated, and empirically distinct
from traditional forms of workplace bullying and incivility. Treating workplace
cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility as one construct, CWCB, could be
potentially useful for future research in this area as it would aid researchers in creating
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useful measures and testing applicable theories related to CWCB, that would be more
economical for practitioners in the field.
Further theoretical implications of these findings address the definitional issues
related to the power imbalance. Though the power imbalance is strongly supported within
the youth cyberbullying literature, and within the traditional workplace bullying and
incivility literature, it may not be a necessary part of CWCBs. Participants
overwhelmingly responded that their most common victim and perpetrator of CWCB
were coworkers, not supervisors, managers, or directors. Though more research is needed
on the power imbalance among adults regarding CWCBs, perhaps this is not as salient as
researchers initially thought and it may not be a necessary part of the definition of
CWCBs. Further, because a main component of CWCBs is the potential anonymity of the
online environment, knowing the victim or perpetrators level of power within the
organization may not even contribute to the behavior.
Though these results may support collapsing workplace cyberbullying and
workplace cyberincivility under one construct, CWCBs, results clearly distinguish
between traditional forms of interpersonal CWBs and CWCBs. With regard to
measurement and outcomes of interest, as well as evidence from hierarchical regressions
in incremental variance in outcomes, it appears that traditional forms of CWBs and
cyberbehaviors are empirically distinct and should be treated as such.
Practical Implications
The main practical implication of this study are the measurement suggestions for
future researchers and practitioners. Though more research is needed to validate, it would

79

appear that researchers and practitioners can attain measurement of CWCBs with one
instrument, rather than using multiple. Additionally, the use of a uniform timeframe of
reference, Leymann’s (1996) 6-month frame of reference, will help researchers create
reliable and validated measurement. However, Leymann’s (1996) classification for
victimization, having experienced at least one CWCB act at least weekly over a 6-month
period of time, may need to be adjusted. Results from this study show significant
relationships between CWCBs and outcomes of interest including absenteeism, job
satisfaction, depressive symptoms, anxiety, perceived organizational support, and
affective organizational commitment. However, the results showed very few victims as
they would be classified per Leymann’s (1996) classification. Perhaps the “at least
weekly” requirement could be adjusted to reflect “at least monthly” instead, though more
research is needed. Though this data was collected from one sample of employees at a
large university, which may hold a culture of professionalism and inclusivity that does
not tolerate CWCBs.
Another practical implication of these findings comes from how the hierarchical
regression analyses found that CWCB accounted for significant incremental variance in
some outcomes of interest, but not others. For example, neither workplace cyberbullying
or workplace cyberincivility account for significant variance in absenteeism, anxiety,
suicidal tendencies, or work performance above traditional forms of bullying and
incivility. Suicidal tendencies only correlated significantly with traditional workplace
bullying, so this outcome may relate more to youth cyberbullying rather than CWCBs.
Further, given the timeline of the global pandemic, many people have been working from
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home for some time, which may influence the variance explained in anxiety, work
performance, and absenteeism. However, CWCBs did significantly contribute to
incremental variance above and beyond traditional workplace bullying and incivility on
outcomes of job satisfaction, turnover intention, perceived organizational support, and
affective organizational commitment. These outcomes of interest should be considered by
practitioners when assessing CWCBs within the workplace, as they are particularly
related to CWCBs above and beyond traditional forms of bullying and incivility at work.
More research is needed to investigate these relationships, but perhaps these results
suggest that these particular outcomes are potentially worse with the additional
boundarylessness of the online environment and the 24-hour access to others it provides.
Finally, this study added to the body of literature on prevalence rates of CWCBs
across various occupations, though all participants worked at the same institution of
higher education. Though prevalence rates were low, rates fell within the range of
estimates in existing literature on CWCBs. More research is needed across various
institutions and occupations to get a better idea of the range of prevalence rates that may
exist in the applied setting.
Limitations and Future Directions
Though this study yielded many significant results, there are several limitations in
the data and data analysis that should be considered. Though the initial random sample
contained 1,000 employees, only 213 responses were obtained, and only 170 of those
were complete enough to use for data analysis. The small sample size does not meet
typical recommendations for sample sizes for factor analyses (Kline, 1999) and,
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therefore, the results from the factor analysis may not be very reliable. Additionally,
though the sample spanned various occupations, all subjects were from the same
institution of higher education. For more encompassing results, sampling from various
occupations, various institutions, and multiple organizations is encouraged for future
research.
Further limitations could include the length of the survey, as this was a long
survey, there was a low participation rate and possible survey fatigue. In order to address
this issue moving forward, researchers could exclude measures of youth cyberbullying
and only use one measure per construct. Collapsing workplace cyberbullying and
workplace cyberincivility into one CWCB measure could help with this goal as well.
Additionally, several outcome variables of interest from the youth cyberbullying
literature, such as suicidal tendencies, could be dropped from future workplace research,
as the relationships with independent variables were found to be non-significant.
Finally, a limitation that should be considered is that all of the data for this
dissertation were collected during the 2020-2021 global COVID-19 pandemic. This could
have some implications for the results, and particularly prevalence. Though many people
are working remotely because of this pandemic, the prevalence rates for this sample were
very low, even though more time spent online is typically a predictor of cyberbullying
and cyberincivility. This may also influence the relationships between CWCBs and
outcomes, as outcomes may be experienced as less severe when subjects are working
from their own comfortable home environments, with all of their creature comforts
available to them.
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An additional limitation that could potentially influence results when assessing
CWCBs is social desirability bias. Because of the nature of CWCBs, and the need to
provide participants with definitions before assessing prevalence, the hostility is most
likely very salient to participants. This may influence them to respond in socially
desirable ways, particularly with regard to their own perpetration of CWCBs.
Several implications for future directions for research in CWCBs can be observed
from this study as well. More data collection from a larger sample spanning various
organizations and occupations is necessary to provide additional evidence in support of
collapsing these constructs. Larger sample sizes for factor analysis are also needed, as the
sample size in this study is lower than recommended. Additionally, researchers should
consider whether a formative or reflexive approach is needed to assess this new construct.
I have taken a reflexive approach, theorizing that the construct drove the creation of items
for the measures used, and, therefore, factor analysis is useful to assess redundancy of
measures and constructs, A new measure could be created from existing measures by
observing factor loadings and including items with acceptable loadings onto one factor,
CWCB.
Additional suggestions for future research include assessment of additional
outcomes of interest in the workplace stressors and strain or organizational fit and
culture. Future researchers should also consider factors related to perpetration, as this
study only focused on victimization. However, results from this study showed
particularly low perpetration rates. It is possible there are factors that may increase
perpetration prevalence that can be assessed. Further assessment of potential antecedents
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is also needed, specifically regarding perpetration of this new collapsed construct of
CWCB. Personality, emotional intelligence, and empathy could all be potential
antecedents to CWCB perpetration that could be useful to practitioners in the training and
selections processes. It is vital that researchers continue this research with practitioners in
mind. The goal of researchers should be to help practitioners in the applied setting to
measure CWCBs and address intervention strategies.
Conclusion
In conclusion, though this study did not find conclusive evidence that workplace
cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility are indeed one construct, CWCB, it did
provide significant evidence in favor of more research in this area. More research with
larger and more diverse samples, is needed to show the need for collapsing these
constructs. This study did provide additional evidence that CWCBs and traditional forms
of workplace bullying and incivility are empirically distinct. This seems to be particularly
true with regard to relationships with outcomes, where incremental variance of CWCBs
predicts outcomes above and beyond traditional forms of interpersonal CWBs.
Additionally, this study adds to the body of literature on prevalence of CWCBs in the
workplace setting, and allows researchers to get a better idea of the bigger picture
regarding rates of CWCBs. Finally, this study added to the body of literature on CWCBs
and relationships with outcomes, showing that significant relationships exist at similar
rates between workplace cyberbullying and workplace cyberincivility, and relevant
workplace outcomes of interest. This study has several implications for both researchers
and practitioners moving forward in assessing and addressing CWCBs.
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Appendix A
Demographic Items

With which gender do you identify?

o Male
o Female
o Nonbinary
o Prefer not to answer

How old are you in years?
________________________________________________________________

What is your Race?

o White
o Black or African American
o American Indian or Alaska Native
o Asian
o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
86

o Other
Which best describes your job at Clemson?

o Administration
o Faculty
o Staff - Supervisor
o Staff
o Graduate Assistant
Which Social Media do you use regularly? (Choose all that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Facebook
Twitter
Instagram
LinkedIn
Reddit
Tumblr
Snapchat

Other, please explain: ________________________________________________
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How much time are you online in general (email, social media, texting, chatting etc.)
Very little

Before
March,
2020

Since
March,
2020

A little

A moderate
amount

Often

Very often

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

How much time are you online for work only (email, social media, texting, chatting etc.)
Very little

Before
March,
2020

Since
March,
2020

A little

A moderate
amount

Often

Very often

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix B
Lifetime Experience with Cyberbullying and Cyberincivility
Please consider these definitions of workplace mistreatment when answering the
following questions:
Incivility- Workplace incivility is "low-intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent
to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors
are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others"
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; p. 457). This is more traditional, face-to-face behavior in
the workplace.
Bullying- Workplace bullying “refers to situations where an employee is persistently
exposed to negative and aggressive behaviours at work primarily of a psychological
nature, with the effect of humiliating, intimidating, frightening or punishing the target.”
(Einarsen & Notelaers, 2009; p.25). Again, this refers to more traditional, in-person
behaviors.
Cyberincivility- Cyberincivility in the workplace is defined as, “communicative
behavior exhibited in computer-mediated interactions that violate workplace norms of
mutual respect.” (Lim & Teo, 2009, p. 419).
Cyberbullying- Cyberbullying in the workplace is “a situation where, over time, an
individual is repeatedly subjected to perceived negative acts conducted through
technology (e.g. phone, email, web sites, social media) which are related to their work
context. In this situation the target of workplace cyberbullying has difficulty defending
him or herself against these actions” (Farley et al., 2015; p.299)

Please indicate your lifetime experience as the victim of each form of workplace
mistreatment:
Never

Once

A few times
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Several
times

Many times

Incivility

o

o

o

o

o

Bullying

o

o

o

o

o

Cyberincivility

o

o

o

o

o

Cyberbullying

o

o

o

o

o

Please indicate who is the most common perpetrator of workplace mistreatment in your
experience:

o Your supervisor, manager, or director
o A coworker
o A subordinate
o A client, customer, or student
o A contractor or consultant
o An intern or temporary worker
Please indicate your lifetime experience as the perpetrator of each form of workplace
mistreatment:
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Never

Once

A few times

Several
times

Many times

Incivility

o

o

o

o

o

Bullying

o

o

o

o

o

Cyberincivility

o

o

o

o

o

Cyberbullying

o

o

o

o

o

Please indicate who is the most common victim of workplace mistreatment in your
experience:

o Your supervisor, manager, or director
o A coworker
o A subordinate
o A client, customer, or student
o A contractor or consultant
o An intern or temporary worker
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Do you think, in general, that incidents of workplace cyberbullying and workplace
cyberincivility increased since March, 2020?

o Not at all
o Somewhat
o Greatly
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Appendix C
The Workplace Cyberbullying Measure
Farley, S., Coyne, I., Sprigg, C., Axtell, C., & Subramanian, G. (2015). Exploring the
impact of workplace cyberbullying on trainee doctors. Medical Education, 49(4), 436-443.
doi:10.1111/medu.12666

In the last 6 months, how often have you experienced each cyberbullying behavior
through technology related to your work context?
Never

Received
messages that
have a
disrespectful
tone

Been unfairly
blamed for
work problems

Received
aggressively
worded
messages (e.g.
using all capital
letters, bold font
or multiple

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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exclamation
marks)

Had another
organizational
member copy
people into
messages that
reflect
negatively on
you

Had your work
unfairly
criticized

Received rude
demands from a
colleague

Been sent
conflicting
information

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Been bypassed
in group
communications
that are relevant
to your work
role

Been the subject
of
communications
that undermine
you

Received
unreasonable
work demands

Experienced
unfair personal
criticism (e.g.
on your
character,
appearance,
opinions)

Had negative
rumours or
gossip spread
about you

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Had personal
information
shared without
your permission

Received
messages that
contain abusive
language aimed
at you

Received
threatening
messages

Received
messages
unfairly
questioning
your
competence

Been the only
person excluded
from social
communications
between
colleagues

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
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Appendix D
Inventory of Cyberbullying Acts at Work
Vranjes, I., Baillien, E., Vandebosch, H., Erreygers, S., & De Witte, H. (2017). When
workplace bullying goes online : construction and validation of the Inventory of
Cyberbullying Acts at Work (ICA-W). European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology. https://doi-org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1363185

During the last 6 months, how often have you been subjected to the following acts by
means of ICTs (Information and Communication Technologies such as the internet,
email, mobile phone, tablet, etc.)
Never

Your emails,
phone calls or
messages are
ignored at
work.

Your emails
are forwarded
to third
parties in
order to harm
you.

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Your work is
criticized
publicly by
means of
ICTs.

Somebody is
withholding
emails or files
you need,
making your
work more
difficult.

Rumours or
gossip are
being spread
about you by
means of
ICTs.

You are being
insulted,
threatened or
intimidated
by means of
ICTs.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Constant
remarks are
being made
about you and
your private
life by means
of ICTs.

Your personal
information is
hacked and
used to harm
you.

Somebody
shares photos
or videos of
you on the
internet to
make fun of
you.

Somebody
takes over
your identity.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
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Appendix E
Cyberincivility Scale
Lim & Teo (2009). Mind your e-manners: Impact of cyber incivility on employees’ work
attitude and behavior. Information & Management, 46, 419-425.

Please indicate the extent to which you experienced each behavior from your immediate
supervisor, over the last 6 months.
Never

Said something
hurtful to you
through email.

Used emails to
say negative
things about
you that he/she
would not say
to you face-toface.

Made
demeaning or
derogatory
remarks about
you through
email.

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Inserted
sarcastic or
mean
comments
between
paragraphs in
emails.

Put you down
or was
condescending
to you in some
way through
email.

Sent you
emails using a
rude and
discourteous
tone.

Used CAPS to
shout at you
through email.

Not replying to
your email at
all.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Ignored a
request (e.g.,
schedule a
meeting) that
you made
through email.

Replied to your
emails but did
not answer
your queries.

Used emails
for timesensitive
messages (e.g.,
canceling or
scheduling a
meeting on
short notice.

Paid little
attention to a
statement made
by you through
email or
showed little
interest in your
opinion.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Not
acknowledging
that he/she has
received your
email even
when you sent
a "request
receipt"
function.

Used email for
discussions that
would require
face-to-face
dialogue.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
105

Appendix F
Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised
Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., & Notelaers, G. (2009). Measuring exposure to bullying and
harassment at work: Validity, factor structure and psychometric properties of the
Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised. Work & Stress, 23(1), 24–44. https://doiorg.libproxy.clemson.edu/10.1080/02678370902815673

Please indicate your experience with each of the following acts at work over the last 6
months.
Never

Someone
withholding
information
which affects
your
performance

Being
humiliated or
ridiculed in
connection
with your
work

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Being ordered
to do work
below your
level of
competence

Having key
areas of
responsibility
removed or
replaced with
more trivial or
unpleasant
tasks

Spreading of
gossip and
rumours about
you

Being ignored
or excluded

Having
insulting or
offensive
remarks made
about your
person,
attitudes or
your private
life

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Being shouted
at or being the
target of
spontaneous
anger

Intimidating
behaviours
such as fingerpointing,
invasion of
personal space,
shoving,
blocking your
way

Hints or
signals from
others that you
should quit
your job

Repeated
reminders of
your errors or
mistakes

Being ignored
or facing a
hostile
reaction when
you approach

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Persistent
criticism of
your errors or
mistakes

Having your
opinions
ignored

Practical jokes
carried out by
people you
don’t get along
with

Being given
tasks with
unreasonable
deadlines

Having
allegations
made against
you

Excessive
monitoring of
your work

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Pressure not to
claim
something to
which by right
you are
entitled (e.g.
sick leave,
holiday,
entitlement,
travel
expenses)

Being the
subject of
excessive
teasing and
sarcasm

Being exposed
to an
unmanageable
workload

Threats of
violence or
physical abuse
or actual abuse

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
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Appendix G
Workplace Incivility Scale
Cortina, L. M., Magley, V. J., Williams, J. H., & Langhout, R. D. (2001). Incivility in the
workplace: Incidence and impact. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6(1), 64–
80. https://doi-org.libproxy.clemson.edu/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64

During the last 6 months, have you been in a situation where any of your superiors or
coworkers:
Never

Put you down
or was
condescending
to you?

Paid little
attention to
your statement
or showed little
interest in your
opinion?

Made
demeaning or
derogatory
remarks about
you?

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Addressed you
in
unprofessional
terms, either
publicly or
privately?

Ignored or
excluded you
from
professional
camaraderie?

Doubted your
judgment on a
matter over
which you
have
responsibility?

Made
unwanted
attempts to
draw you into a
discussion of
personal
matters?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
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Appendix H
Cyberbullying Experiences Survey (Victimization Items)
Doane, A., Kelley, M. L., Chianng, E. S., & Padilla, M. A. (2013). Development of the
cyberbullying experiences survey. Emerging Adulthood, 1(3), 207-218.

Please answer each question below based on your personal experience online over the
last 6 months?
Never

Has someone
distributed
information
electronically
while
pretending to
be you?

Has someone
changed a
picture of you
in a negative
way and
posted it
electronically?

Now and
then

At least
monthly

At least
weekly

Daily

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Has someone
written mean
messages
about you
publicly
electronically?

Has someone
logged into
your electronic
account and
changed your
information?

Has someone
posted a nude
picture of you
electronically?

Has someone
printed out an
electronic
conversation
you had and
then showed it
to others?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Have you
completed an
electronic
survey that
was supposed
to remain
private but the
answers were
sent to
someone else?

Has someone
logged into
your electronic
account and
pretended to be
you?

Has someone
posted an
embarrassing
picture of you
electronically
where other
people could
see it?

Has someone
called you
mean names
electronically?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Has someone
been mean to
you
electronically?

Has someone
cursed at you
electronically?

Has someone
made fun of
you
electronically?

Has someone
teased you
electronically?

Have you
received a
nude or
partially nude
picture that
you did not
want from
someone you
were talking to
electronically?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Have you
received a
pornographic
picture that
you did not
want from
someone
electronically
that was not
spam?

Have you
received an
unwanted
sexual
message from
someone
electronically?

Have you
received an
offensive
picture
electronically
that was not
spam?

Has someone
pretended to be
someone else
while talking
to you
electronically?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Has someone
lied about
themselves to
you
electronically?

Have you
shared
personal
information
with someone
electronically
and then later
found the
person was not
who you
thought it was?

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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In thinking about these workplace cyberbullying experiences upon which you based your
responses to the previous questions, how would you rate the severity of the cyberbullying
that you experienced?

o Not at all severe
o Slightly severe
o Moderately severe
o Very severe
o Extremely severe
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Appendix I
Multidimensional Behavioral Health Screen
McCord, D.M. (2020) The Multidimensional Behavioral Health Screen 1.0: A
Translational Tool for Primary Medical Care. Journal of Personality Assessment, 102:2,
164-174, DOI: 10.1080/00223891.2019.1683019

Please indicate how true each statement is about you, over the last 6 months.
Definitely false

Somewhat
false

Somewhat true

Definitely true

I have pains.

o

o

o

o

I feel useless.

o

o

o

o

There is little joy
in my life.

o

o

o

o

I worry a lot.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I have thought
about killing
myself.
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I have trouble
concentrating.

o

o

o

o

I get bored
easily.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I feel weak.

o

o

o

o

I am dissatisfied
with my life.

o

o

o

o

I have little
motivation.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I often make
impulsive
decisions.

I sometimes
drink too much
alcohol.

Nervousness
interferes with
my daily
functioning.
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I have tried to
kill myself.

o

o

o

o

I get distracted
easily.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I currently use
drugs/alcohol.

o

o

o

o

I get nauseous.

o

o

o

o

I feel generally
discouraged.

o

o

o

o

I tend to avoid
social activities.

o

o

o

o

My thoughts
race through my
head very fast.

I often break
rules, regardless
of the
consequences.

124

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I do dangerous
things for thrills.

o

o

o

o

I don’t think
before I act.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I obsess about
things I can’t
control.

I want to die.

I can’t
remember
things.

I have used
drugs/alcohol in
the past.
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Appendix J
Perceived Work Performance
Giumetti, G. W., O’Connor, S. A., Weissner, B. N., Keegan, N. R., Feinn, R. S., &
Bulger, C. A. (2020). Walk your way to well-being at work: Impact of a treadmill
workstation on employee sedentariness and occupational health outcomes. Manuscript
submitted for publication.

Please indicate your agreement with each statement regarding your own current job
performance.
Strongly
disagree

I perform
very well on
my job.

I know I am
doing better
than most
people at
my job.

I am doing
pretty bad at
my job.

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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I perform
terribly
during my
job.

My
performance
on my job is
excellent.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix K
Affective Organizational Commitment Measure
Allen, N. J., and Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective,
continuance, and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 63 (1), 1-18.
Please indicate how much you agree with each statement about your organization and
your role within the organization:
Neither
Strongly
Somewhat
agree
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat Agree
disagree
disagree
nor
agree
(2)
agree (5)
(6)
(1)
(3)
disagree
(7)
(4)
I would be
very happy to
spend the rest
of my career
in this
organization.
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I really feel as
if this
organization’s
problems are
my own. (2)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I do not feel
like “part of
my family” at
this
organization.
(3)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I do not feel
“emotionally
attached” to
this

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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organization.
(4)
This
organization
has a great
deal of
personal
meaning for
me. (5)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I do not feel a
strong sense
of belonging
to this
organization.
(6)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix L
Perceived Organizational Support Measure
Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P. M., & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Effects of perceived
organizational support on employee diligence, innovation, and commitment. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 53, 51-59.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each item below regarding your
employment organization.

My
organization
cares about
my
opinions.
(1)
My
organization
really cares
about my
well-being.
(2)
My
organization
strongly
considers
my goals
and values.
(3)
Help is
available
from my
organization
when I have
a problem.
(4)

Strongly Agree Somewhat Neither Somewhat Disagree Strongly
agree
(2)
agree (3)
agree
disagree
(6)
disagree
(1)
nor
(5)
(7)
disagree
(4)

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o
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My
organization
would
forgive an
honest
mistake on
my part. (5)
If given the
opportunity,
my
organization
would take
advantage
of me. (6)
My
organization
shows very
little
concern for
me. (7)
My
organization
is willing to
help me if I
need a
special
favor. (8)

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix M
Informed Consent
Cyberbullying in the Workplace
KEY INFORMATION ABOUT THE RESEARCH STUDY Dr. Robin Kowalski
and Annie Wilson are inviting you to volunteer for a research study. Dr. Kowalski is a
faculty member in Psychology at Clemson University conducting the study with Annie
McCord Wilson, a Graduate Student. Neither investigator has any conflict of interest or
financial investment in this research.
Study Purpose: The purpose of this research is to determine the most effective and
comprehensive assessment for the occurrence and experience of cyberbullying and
cyberincivility among working adults. Additionally, this research will assess the
prevalence and outcomes experienced as a result of cyberbullying and cyberincivility in
the workplace, among working adults.
Voluntary Consent: Participation is voluntary and the only alternative is to not
participate. You will not be punished in any way if you decide not to be in the study or to
stop taking part in the study.
Activities and Procedures: Your part in the study will be to complete the following
survey in its entirety. Please answer each item as honestly as possible, reflecting on your
own personal experience in the workplace environment, over the past 6 months. All
responses will be unidentifiable and anonymous.
Participation Time: It will take you no longer than 25 minutes to be in this study.
Risks and Discomforts: We do not know of any risks or discomforts to you in this
research study.
Possible Benefits: You may not benefit directly from taking part in this study, however
the knowledge gained from this study will help inform practice in the workplace. This
study will contribute to the ongoing development of prevention and intervention
strategies related to workplace cyberbullying and cyberincivility.

EXCLUSION/INCLUSION REQUIREMENTS Please only participate in this study
if you have been employed with the same employer for at least 6 months. As long as you
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have been with the same employer for at least 6 months, even if you have changed
positions under the same employer, you are eligible to participate.

INCENTIVES As an incentive for participation in this study, you can be entered to win
one of five $20 Amazon gift cards. At the end of the primary survey, you will be
provided a link to another survey where you can provide your email address to be entered
into the drawing. Conditions of being entered into the raffle include provision of your
email address, correctly completing all attention check questions in the original survey,
and completing all questions in the original survey. Data from the original survey will in
no way be linked to your email address.

PROTECTION OF PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY The results of this study
may be published in scientific journals, professional publications, or educational
presentations. All data collected with remain private and confidential. No personal
information is needed from participants, such as name or contact information. All
participants will be assigned a participant number by the researchers, and IP address will
be de-identified. The information collected during the study could be used for future
research studies or distributed to another investigator for future research studies without
additional informed consent from the participants or legally authorized representative. No
identifiable private information will be collected during the study.

COUNSELING INFORMATION In the event that you experience a negative reaction
from participating in this study, which we do not anticipate, notify the research team
immediately. Should you need to connect with someone, consider the following
confidential resources: ·
Mental Health America of Greenville County’s CRISIS
line: 864) 271-8888. Free, 24/7 crisis phone line.
·
Crisis Chat: http://www.crisischat.org/, free chat line available 2PM to 2AM, 7
days/week.
·
Crisis Text Line: Text “START” to 741-741, service is free through most major
phone service carriers and available 24/7.
·

Contact a mental health professional of your choice, at your own expense.
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CONTACT INFORMATION If you have any questions or concerns about your rights
in this research study, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research
Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-0636 or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the
Upstate South Carolina area, please use the ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071. The
Clemson IRB will not be able to answer some study-specific questions. However, you
may contact the Clemson IRB if the research staff cannot be reached or if you wish to
speak with someone other than the research staff. If you have any study related questions
or if any problems arise, please contact Annie McCord Wilson at Clemson University at
mccord2@g.clemson.edu.

CONSENT By participating in the study, you indicate that you have read the
information written above, been allowed to ask any questions, and you are voluntarily
choosing to take part in this research. You do not give up any legal rights by taking part
in this research study. If you would like to choose not to participate in this study, simply
exit this page and do not complete the survey.
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Table 1.
Existing Measures of Cyberbullying, Bullying, Cyberincivility, and Incivility

Number of
Items

Reliability
(Cronbach'
s Alpha)

Measure

Author

Workplace
Cyberbullying
Measure (WCM)

Farley, Coyne, Axtell, & Sprigg
(2016)

17

0.93

Park & Choi, 2019; Choi
& Park (2018)

Cyber Negative Acts
Questionnaire
(CNAQ)

Coyne, Farley, Axtell, Sprigg, Best,
& Kwok (2017)

16

0.84

Farley, et al., 2015

Inventory of
Cyberbullying Acts
at Work (ICA-W)

Vranjes, Baillien, Vandebosch,
Erreygers, and De Witte (2017)

10

0.81

Anwar, et al., 2020;
Vranjes et al., 2018

22

0.9

Privitera & Campbell
2009; Ma et al., 2017;
Merilanien & Koiv,
2017; Gardner et al.,
2016

Doane, Kelley, Chiang, & Padilla
(2013)

21 victim,
27 perpetrator

0.91

Snyman & Loh, 2015

Cyberbullying
Behavior
Questionnaire (CBQ)

Jonsson, Backstrom, Forssell, &
Muhonen (2016)

20

0.76; 0.95

Cyberbullying
Experience (CBE)

Ayas & Horzum (2011)

7

0.98

Hong et al., 2014

Workplace Incivility
Scale (WIS)

Cortina, L. M., Magley, V. J.,
Williams, J. H., & Langhout, R. D.
(2001)

7

0.89

Kowalski et al., 2018;
Giumetti et al., 2012,
2013

Cyber Incivility Scale
(CIS)

Lim & Teo (2009)

14

0.95

Krishnan, 2016; Daniels
& Thornton, 2019; Park
et al., 2015

Negative Acts
QuestionnaireRevised (NAQ-R)
Cyberbullying
Experiences Survey
(CES)

Einarsen & Notelaers (2009)
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Used by

Forssell, 2016; Jonsson
et al., 2017; Oksanen et
al., 2020

Table 2.
Lifetime victimization and perpetration rates
Never

Once

A few times

Several times

Many times

Workplace
Incivility

46 (27.1%)

16 (9.4%)

74 (43.5%)

22 (12.9%)

12 (7.1%)

Workplace
Bullying

85 (50%)

21 (12.4%)

49 (28.8%)

11 (6.5%)

3 (1.8%)

Workplace
Cyberincivilty

97 (57.1%)

21 (12.4%)

34 (20%)

11 (6.5%)

7 (4.1%)

Workplace
Cyberbullying

143 (84.1%)

9 (5.3%)

12 (7.1%)

1 (0.6%)

5 (2.9%)
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Table 3.
Pearson Correlations
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

M
1.29
WCM
1.16
ICA-W
1.23
CIS
1.25
NAQ-R
1.40
WIS
1.06
CES
5.51
Job Satisfaction
Turnover Intention 1.88
1.36
Absenteeism
5.52
Somatization
5.01
Demoralization
5.56
Anhedonia
6.22
Anxiety
Suicidal Tendencies 3.32
6.71
Cognitive Issues
5.56
Activation
4.12
Disconstraint
5.05
Substance Misuse
Work Performance 6.63
4.65
AOC
4.63
POS

SD
0.39
0.26
0.48
0.37
0.60
0.13
1.49
1.12
0.60
2.11
2.43
2.30
2.65
0.98
2.52
1.86
1.50
2.51
1.04
1.39
1.35

1
0.91
0.76**
0.62**
0.67**
0.65**
0.29**
-0.45**
0.50**
0.16*
0.25**
0.39**
0.26**
0.30**
0.03
0.25**
0.20*
0.13
0.06
-0.07
-0.31**
-0.43**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0.80
0.74**
0.55**
0.55**
0.31**
-0.43**
0.47**
0.22**
0.30**
0.45**
0.31**
0.38**
0.04
0.26**
0.25**
0.16*
0.12
-0.13
-0.37**
-0.35**

0.94
0.61**
0.66**
0.35**
-0.41**
0.49**
0.15*
0.20**
0.37**
0.26**
0.27**
0.05
0.20*
0.21**
0.16*
0.13
-0.18*
-0.42**
-0.29**

0.92
0.83**
0.44**
-0.48**
0.47**
0.20**
0.28**
0.43**
0.35**
0.31**
0.19*
0.16*
0.24**
0.17*
0.07
-0.19*
-0.39**
-0.36**

0.91
0.41**
-0.40**
0.46**
0.12
0.20**
0.35**
0.26**
0.25**
0.09
0.07
0.19*
0.10
0.08
-0.16*
-0.32**
-0.34**

0.83
-0.16*
0.13
0.05
0.17*
0.18*
0.15
0.26**
0.04
0.14
0.23**
0.16*
0.00
-0.13
-0.19*
-0.19*

0.98
-0.66**
-0.35**
-0.28**
-0.55**
-0.55**
-0.34**
-0.24**
-0.27**
-0.19*
-0.05
-0.24**
0.38**
0.59**
0.40**

-0.25**
0.24**
0.51**
0.47**
0.35**
0.10
0.16*
0.23**
0.06
0.24**
-0.31**
-0.60**
-0.38**

Note: *p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; Cronbach's α reliabilities on diagonal; WCM = Workplace Cyberbullying Measure, ICA-W =
Inventory of Cyberbullying Acts at Work, CIS = Cyberincivility Scale, NAQ-R = Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised,
WIS = Workplace Incivility Scale, CES = Cyberbullying Experiences Survey, AOC = Affective Organizational
Commitment, POS = Perceived Organizational Support
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Table 3, continued.
Pearson Correlations
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

WCM
ICA-W
CIS
NAQ-R
WIS
CES
Job Satisfaction
Turnover Intention
Absenteeism
Somatization
Demoralization
Anhedonia
Anxiety
Suicidal Tendencies
Cognitive Issues
Activation
Disconstraint
Substance Misuse
Work Performance
AOC
POS

M
1.29
1.16
1.23
1.25
1.40
1.06
5.51
1.88
1.36
5.52
5.01
5.56
6.22
3.32
6.71
5.56
4.12
5.05
6.63
4.65
4.63

SD
0.39
0.26
0.48
0.37
0.60
0.13
1.49
1.12
0.60
2.11
2.43
2.30
2.65
0.98
2.52
1.86
1.50
2.51
1.04
1.39
1.35

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

-0.24**
0.19*
0.18*
0.07
0.12
0.07
0.13
-0.01
0.15
-0.15*
-0.19*
-0.01

0.61
0.60**
0.59**
0.61**
0.38**
0.54**
0.52**
0.39**
0.27**
-0.34**
-0.20**
-0.15*

0.86
0.82**
0.68**
0.55**
0.50**
0.42**
0.33**
0.36**
-0.51**
-0.38**
-0.31**

0.70
0.65**
0.45**
0.53**
0.43**
0.28**
0.30**
-0.48**
-0.39**
-0.31**

0.82
0.37**
0.64**
0.56**
0.48**
0.31**
-0.46**
-0.24**
-0.15*

0.67
0.28**
0.26**
0.31**
0.35**
-0.40**
-0.10
-0.08

0.81
0.59**
0.46**
0.29**
-0.32**
-0.17*
-0.07

Note: *p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; Cronbach's α reliabilities on diagonal; WCM = Workplace Cyberbullying Measure,
ICA-W = Inventory of Cyberbullying Acts at Work, CIS = Cyberincivility Scale, NAQ-R = Negative Acts
Questionnaire Revised, WIS = Workplace Incivility Scale, CES = Cyberbullying Experiences Survey, AOC =
Affective Organizational Commitment, POS = Perceived Organizational Support
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Table 3, continued.
Pearson Correlations
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

WCM
ICA-W
CIS
NAQ-R
WIS
CES
Job Satisfaction
Turnover Intention
Absenteeism
Somatization
Demoralization
Anhedonia
Anxiety
Suicidal Tendencies
Cognitive Issues
Activation
Disconstraint
Substance Misuse
Work Performance
AOC
POS

M
1.29
1.16
1.23
1.25
1.40
1.06
5.51
1.88
1.36
5.52
5.01
5.56
6.22
3.32
6.71
5.56
4.12
5.05
6.63
4.65
4.63

SD
0.39
0.26
0.48
0.37
0.60
0.13
1.49
1.12
0.60
2.11
2.43
2.30
2.65
0.98
2.52
1.86
1.50
2.51
1.04
1.39
1.35

16

17

18

0.47
0.56**
0.34**
-0.24**
-0.24**
-0.09

0.65
0.33**
-0.26**
-0.19*
-0.111

0.83
-0.34**
-0.17*
-0.07

19

0.88
0.23*
0.09

20

21

0.86
0.49** 0.94

Note: *p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; Cronbach's α reliabilities on diagonal; WCM = Workplace Cyberbullying
Measure, ICA-W = Inventory of Cyberbullying Acts at Work, CIS = Cyberincivility Scale, NAQ-R =
Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised, WIS = Workplace Incivility Scale, CES = Cyberbullying Experiences
Survey, AOC = Affective Organizational Commitment, POS = Perceived Organizational Support
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Table 4.
Exploratory principal component factor analysis factor loadings, rotated
Factor loadings
Workrelated
CWCB

Personrelated
CWCB

Being
ignored

Receiving
Threats

Identity
theft

Embarrassing
visuals

0.19

0.35

0.00

0.25

0.71

0.11

0.13
0.13

0.17
0.14

0.11
0.19

0.77
0.22

0.27
0.74

0.09
0.21

0.25

0.14

0.41

0.35

0.24

0.01

0.19
0.13
0.38
0.46

0.10
0.41
0.18
0.13

0.35
0.13
0.20
0.49

0.66
0.49
0.32
0.26

0.29
0.27
0.42
0.33

0.07
0.19
0.03
-0.14

Been the subject of communications that
undermine you
Received unreasonable work demands
Experienced unfair personal criticism (e.g.
on your character, appearance, opinions)
Had negative rumours or gossip spread
about you
Had personal information shared without
your permission

0.27

0.27

0.57

0.26

0.41

-0.01

0.37
0.10

0.15
0.02

0.31
0.68

0.31
0.40

0.31
-0.06

0.17
0.37

0.08

0.13

0.66

0.25

-0.13

0.45

0.11

-0.02

0.08

0.41

-0.15

0.50

Received messages that contain abusive
language aimed at you
Received threatening messages
Received messages unfairly questioning
your competence

-0.03

0.10

0.18

0.07

0.17

0.82

0.19
0.30

0.02
0.20

-0.05
0.13

0.09
0.71

0.12
0.16

0.83
0.19

17

Been the only person excluded from social
communications between colleagues

0.16

0.11

0.78

-0.04

0.33

-0.08

1

Your emails, phone calls or messages are
ignored at work.

0.62

0.15

0.05

0.09

0.37

0.32

2

Your emails are forwarded to third parties
in order to harm you.
Your work is criticized publicly by means
of ICTs.
Somebody is withholding emails or files
you need, making your work more difficult.

0.37

0.28

0.17

0.17

0.25

0.10

0.18

0.16

0.25

0.17

0.56

0.01

0.67

0.16

0.20

0.21

0.10

0.00

Rumours or gossip are being spread about
you by means of ICTs.

0.13

0.36

0.28

0.05

0.29

0.35

Item
Workplace
Cyberbullying
WCM

1
2
3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

ICA-W

3
4
5

Received messages that have a disrespectful
tone
Been unfairly blamed for work problems
Received aggressively worded messages
(e.g. using all capital letters, bold font or
multiple exclamation marks)
Had another organizational member copy
people into messages that reflect negatively
on you
Had your work unfairly criticized
Received rude demands from a colleague
Been sent conflicting information
Been bypassed in group communications
that are relevant to your work role
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Table 4, continued.
Exploratory principal component factor analysis factor loadings, rotated

Item
Workplace
Cyberbullying
ICA-W (cont.)

Workrelated
CWCB

Personrelated
CWCB

0.22

0.46

-0.05

0.08

0.03

0.26

0.60

-0.19

0.34

0.06

0.04

0.20

0.09

-0.06

-0.05

-0.13

0.27

0.22

0.08

-0.01

0.06

0.04

0.01

-0.02

0.04

-0.02

-0.02

0.06

-0.11

-0.08

0.33
0.33

0.80
0.83

0.14
0.04

0.15
0.16

0.19
0.24

-0.02
0.03

6

You are being insulted, threatened or
intimidated by means of ICTs.
7 Constant remarks are being made about you
and your private life by means of ICTs.
8 Your personal information is hacked and used
to harm you.
9 Somebody shares photos or videos of you on
the internet to make fun of you.
10 Somebody takes over your identity.

Workplace
Cyberincivility
CIS 1
2

Said something hurtful to you through email.
Used emails to say negative things about you
that he/she would not say to you face-to-face.

Being Receiving Identity Embarrassing
ignored Threats
theft
visuals

3

Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about
you through email.

0.24

0.82

0.16

0.10

0.10

0.15

4

Inserted sarcastic or mean comments between
paragraphs in emails.

0.26

0.82

0.02

0.11

-0.01

-0.01

5

Put you down or was condescending to you in
some way through email.

0.15

0.87

0.06

0.10

0.15

0.08

6

Sent you emails using a rude and discourteous
tone.

0.16

0.90

0.01

0.06

0.16

-0.05

7
8
9

Used CAPS to shout at you through email.
Not replying to your email at all.

0.36
0.80
0.81

0.59
0.27
0.38

0.15
0.02
-0.04

0.01
0.21
0.16

-0.03
0.04
-0.09

0.09
0.01
0.06

10 Replied to your emails but did not answer
your queries.
11 Used emails for time-sensitive messages (e.g.,
canceling or scheduling a meeting on short
notice.

0.80

0.36

0.02

0.14

0.14

0.13

0.79

0.27

0.14

0.14

0.11

0.13

12 Paid little attention to a statement made by
you through email or showed little interest in
your opinion.

0.72

0.37

0.20

0.07

0.13

-0.02

13 Not acknowledging that he/she has received
your email even when you sent a "request
receipt" function.

0.72

0.07

0.05

-0.04

0.20

0.03

14 Used email for discussions that would require
face-to-face dialogue.

0.74

0.38

0.18

0.03

0.13

-0.04

Eigenvalue
% Variance Explained

15.51
37.84

3.73
9.09

2.70
6.59

2.16
5.27

1.87
4.56

1.45
3.55

Ignored a request (e.g., schedule a meeting)
that you made through email.
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Table 5.
Standardized regression coefficients and explained variance (R2) from hierarchical
linear regression results
Outcomes

TWB

WCB

R2

ΔR2

TWI

WCI

R2

ΔR2

TWB

TWI

WCB

WCI

R2

ΔR2

Job Satisfaction

-0.32*

-0.24*

0.23

0.30*

-0.23*

-0.25*

0.20

0.04*

-0.34**

-0.17

-0.20*

-0.16

0.27

0.04**

Turnover Intention

0.24*

0.34*

0.28

0.06*

0.24*

0.33*

0.27

0.06*

0.14

0.03

0.24*

0.24**

0.32

0.08**

Absenteeism

0.17

0.05

0.04

0.00

0.03

0.13

0.02

0.01

0.29*

-0.21

0.06

0.08

0.06

0.01

Anxiety

0.19

0.18

0.11

0.02

0.14

0.18

0.08

0.02

0.22

-0.10

0.16

0.1

0.12

0.02

Suicidal Tendencies

0.31*

-0.17

0.05

0.02

0.11

-0.02

0.01

0.00

0.43**

-0.16

-0.14

-0.02

0.06

0.01

Work Performance

-0.27*

0.12

0.04

0.01

-0.08

-0.13

0.04

0.01

-0.23

0.02

0.17

-0.16

0.06

0.02

Affective
-0.33* -0.09
0.15 0.00
-0.08
-0.37* 0.18 0.08*
-0.33
0.18
0.01
-0.34** 0.21 0.06**
Organizational
Commitment
Perceived
-0.14
-0.33* 0.19 0.06*
-0.26*
-0.12
0.12 0.01
-0.14
0
-0.33** 0.01
0.19 0.06**
Organizational Support
*Note, TWB = traditional workplace bullying; WCB = workplace cyberbullying; TWI = traditional workplace incivility; WCI = workplace cyberincivility. Values
beneath TWB, WCB, TWI, and WCI represent standardized regression coefficients from model 2 of the hierarchical linear regression. *p < 0.05
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